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US Not-for-Profits (NFPs) are fragile, and during the COVID-19 pandemic many had to close 
programs, cut services, or close their doors.  They need diversified revenues beyond traditional 
charitable or government support.  This study investigated the relationships between a 
transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and the influence of entrepreneurial behavior 
on social enterprise creation, and on social enterprise self-efficacy in a post-hoc analysis 
(replacing social enterprise self-efficacy as the dependent variable).  The moderating effects of 
risk-taking propensity were also investigated.   
The theoretical underpinnings of this study included both transformational leadership theory and 
an entrepreneurship framework. 
Results from the analysis reflected that a transformational leadership style (of the NFP CEO) has 
a significant positive relationship to entrepreneurial behavior, and to social enterprise creation.    
There is support in the analysis that indicates that the NFP CEO with a transformational 
leadership style is most likely to be entrepreneurial and to provide the leadership and inspiration 
that can result in social enterprise creation, helping the NFP to meet mission and money goals.  
The NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style who has high risk-taking propensity, will 
be more likely to create a social enterprise than the NFP CEO with a transformational leadership 
style with low risk-taking propensity. 
This is an important topic as there is limited research regarding the transformational leadership 
style of the NFP CEO and its relationship to social enterprise creation.   
NFPs are in need of identifying recurring, unrestricted sources of revenue to support their critical 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
Not-for-profits (NFPs) are in trouble, challenged with deteriorating financial health.  In a 
report shared through Oliver Wyman, SeaChange Capital Partners, and GuideStar (Morris, 
Roberts, Dylan, & MacIntosh, 2018), that examined the financial health of more than 200,000 
NFPs in the United States (US) over fiscal years 2010-2014, approximately 50% of US NFPs 
were operating with less than one month’s cash reserves.  The authors also found that: “7-8% 
were technically insolvent with liabilities exceeding assets; 30% faced potential liquidity issues 
with minimal cash reserves and/or short-term assets less than short-term liabilities; 30% have 
lost money over the last three years” and “restoring these NFPs to solvency would require an 
infusion of $40-$50 billion” (p. 1).  Findings from the report also indicated that larger NFPs were 
as likely as smaller NFPs to be financially unstable; whereby financial health varied according to 
business model.  Other more recent studies regarding the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
NFPs reflect similar financial instability that appears will only be exacerbated in a post-
pandemic environment (American Network of Community Options and Resources [ANCOR], 
2020; Smith & Thorn, 2020).  
The Edyth Bush Institute for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Leadership – a Center of 
Excellence at the Crummer Graduate School of Business at Rollins College, conducted a unified 




Florida in early April 2020.  They surveyed 295 NFPs across a seven-county area of Central 
Florida to gauge the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on these organizations.  Their survey 
results indicated that over two-thirds of the NFPs responding had six months or less of operating 
capacity (32% stating they had only 2 months or less of operating capacity) and that 
approximately 80% of respondents have been negatively impacted financially (Edyth Bush 
Institute, 2020, p. 11).  The survey results indicated that nonprofits need to identify alternative 
revenue sources and to innovate if they want to survive and to fulfill their mission,  
The fragility of US NFPs exposed in the Oliver Wyman, SeaChange Capital Partners, and 
GuideStar report (Morris et al., 2018), and reflected in more recent research as to the financial 
impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, was the impetus for this research.  
The Nature of Not-For-Profits 
NFPs address many difficult challenges within our communities including protecting the 
environment; providing education and healthcare; enriching the arts; addressing hunger, poverty, 
homelessness issues, affordable childcare, and afterschool programs; promoting independence 
and protection of society’s most vulnerable individuals; and helping to address many more 
societal needs.  NFPs also have a critical impact on the US’ economy, above and beyond the 
significant role they play in improving the lives of individuals, including that they: 
• employ 12.3 million people, with payrolls exceeding those of most other U.S. 
industries, including construction, transportation and finance  
• spend approximately $2 trillion annually, including $826 billion on salaries, benefits 
and payroll taxes every year  





• provide services that allow family members to work instead of being caregivers to 
children, elderly parents or other family member 
• provide job training and placement services for people who may be unemployed or 
underemployed 
• spend nearly $1 trillion annually for goods and services that create more jobs 
• spur economic activity through creation of activity and jobs that ripple through the 
community (e.g., attending an event of the NFP – paying for transportation to attend 
the event, purchasing clothing or accessories to attend, paying for parking, having 
dinner before an event, or afterwards) 
• attract other employers into communities – Chambers of Commerce often identify 
cultural amenities that are available because of NFPs in attracting businesses, such as 
museums, science centers, zoos, and art galleries (Council of Nonprofits, 2020). 
 It is therefore vitally important that NFPs not only survive in continuing their critical 
work, but that they grow and thrive.  
Reliance on philanthropic/charitable and tax-based support.  The NFP sector has 
traditionally relied on charitable and tax-based support to survive.  Most NFPs continue to be 
dependent on government subsidies and philanthropic support.  Also, many NFPs continue to 
rely on volunteer workers to be able to continue their operations (e.g., volunteer drivers to 
deliver meals on wheels).  With fewer stay-at-home individuals in today’s society, reliance on 
volunteers to substitute for paid employees can be dangerous.  NFPs are now competing with the 
private sector as more and more private companies seek to gain a competitive advantage by 
catering to a growing market of socially conscious individuals.  NFP boards seek mission-




governmental and philanthropic support.  Increasing recurring revenues that are unrestricted and 
sustaining are imperative to support the mission and for the survival of the NFP. 
The challenges that many NFPs are currently facing due to the COVID-19 pandemic are 
bringing to the forefront how critical it is to have sustainable, unrestricted, and recurring revenue 
to be able to continue operations when revenues are decreased.  During the first quarter of 2020, 
many NFPs that depend on charitable and tax-based support for the majority of their revenues 
were significantly impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.  A survey was conducted by the 
Unemployment Service Trust in March 2020 to better understand how NFPs were coping with 
the unprecedented challenges resulting from the pandemic.  Over 800 NFP employers completed 
the survey.  Approximately 43% of the NFPs reported they had to modify their operations 
extensively due to COVID-19, with close to a third of the employers reporting they had to reduce 
and/or eliminate positions or suspend most of their operations (Smith & Thorn, 2020, p. 3).  
Nearly half of the respondents expressed that if the COVID-19 restrictions remained in place, 
they anticipated over 50% of their revenue would be at stake.  Over 40% of the respondents 
reported that they would not be able to sustain their operations six months before needing to 
“drastically reduce costs and/or secure new revenue” (Smith & Thorn, 2020, p. 4). 
Another survey was conducted by the ANCOR, a national NFP trade association which 
represents over a thousand private providers of support and services to people with disabilities.  
That survey was done in April of 2020, to study the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
Medicaid-funded organizations that provide services to individuals with developmental and/or 
intellectual disabilities.  Key findings reflected that the average provider could stay afloat using 




closed service lines, resulting in a 32% average loss of revenue (ANCOR, 2020, p. 1).  The 
findings suggest that the respondents are reliant upon the tax-based support in their operations. 
It is critical in today’s environment for NFPs to be able to not only compete, but also lose 
the mindset of “scarcity thinking” and to be able to embed innovation into the culture and 
operations of the organization (Parker, 2019).  This imperative was the motivation for this study, 
specifically the need for NFP leadership to innovate within the organization and identify new 
modes of sustainable revenue, namely through earned income.  This research examined if the 
transformational leadership style influences the initiation of a social enterprise that generates 
earned income. 
The emergence of earned income in not-for-profits.  In an effort to capture the 
significance of earned income and its importance to the NFP sector, the philosophical evolution 
of NFP models was examined.  The NFP field has evolved over time and the evolution can be 
classified within the three schools of thought scholars have used in other fields of management 
and leadership – the Traditional, Contemporary, and Hybrid.   
The ‘Traditional School of Thought’ includes the earliest origins within the NFP sector in 
the practice of charity and was the primary way of conceptualizing NFPs until the 1960s.  This 
period reflected the charitable view, in churches, governments, courts, and hospitals conducting 
charitable outreach and providing services to feed the hungry, support the sick, and care for the 
most vulnerable of the population.  When problems emerged from rapid urbanization in the 
nineteenth century and from mass migration into cities, “existing agencies, such as courts and 
hospitals, began to offer support services” to address concerns including disease, substance 




school of thought is that when entirely mission focused and not paying attention to the 
“business,” the NFP ceases to be able to exist. 
The ‘Contemporary School of Thought’ spanned the 1970s to the 1990s.  This school of 
thought emerged with funders and governments desiring stronger management within NFPs and 
for them to operate more like businesses in setting strategy, handling finances, managing staff 
members, handling growing demands for accountability and transparency, and increasing its 
competitive advantage (Malhotra, 2018).  In the 1990s, many NFPs began replacing Chief 
Executive Officers of NFPs with individuals who held business degrees (like MBAs), a shift 
from a field dominated by individuals whose educational background was primarily in social 
work (BSWs or MSWs).  An additional shift occurred during this period which had funders and 
boards compelling NFP executives to reduce activities and services that were losing funding, 
find additional revenue sources, and believe that “operating like a business would improve any 
non-profit organization” (Malhotra, 2018, p. 19).  Criticisms of the ‘Contemporary School of 
Thought’ are that large “differences in mission, attitude, processes and structure exist between 
the for-profit and nonprofit sectors” and therefore the transferability of for-profit business 
practices to NFP practices may not be appropriate.  If an NFP only focuses on the business and is 
not mission-minded, this can result in mission drift, “mission displacement and mission 
deflection” (Malhotra, 2018, p. 20). 
The ‘Hybrid School of Thought’ began in the early 1990s and continues to present day.  
It developed as a hybrid of the traditional and contemporary schools of thought and can be 
summed up as an NFP that is mission focused and business minded.  A key “characteristic of the 
‘Hybrid School of Thought’ relates to the role of innovation within the nonprofit domain where 




2018, pp. 21-22).  The birth of social enterprises and “earned income” occurred during this 
period and has helped hundreds of NFPs across the US to diversify their funding base and 
generate unrestricted revenues.  Many foundations were in support of NFPs becoming financially 
self-sufficient in the late 1990s and promoted sustainability through generation of earned income 
(Foster & Bradach, 2005).  NFPs began generating unrestricted revenues through selling services 
(identified as “fee-for-service”) or selling products that are developed through the work of 
persons served by the NFP.  An example of a fee-for-service program is an NFP that delivers 
meals-on-wheels now offers the same service to the local community at a fee which covers the 
expense of the service and all administrative costs, plus a net profit.  The NFP would continue to 
provide the no-cost service to clients that qualify.  An example of earned income produced from 
product sales is an NFP that provides services and supports to individuals with a disability.  The 
persons served participate in day training programs and create jewelry pieces or artwork.  The 
NFP markets and sells the client artwork or jewelry, and a percentage is paid to the 
“artist”/client, and the rest goes to the NFP to recover product costs and includes a net profit.  
This provides meaningful day activity and income opportunity for the person served, as well as 
unrestricted earned income for the NFP.   
This strategy has taken many NFPs from survival mode to thriving, highly competitive 
operations.  Earned income has become the primary goal for these NFPs, with other support 
continuing to be critical but not the priority.  When the NFP initiates an entrepreneurial endeavor 
that produces earned income to support a social cause (typically tied to the mission of the NFP), 
this is termed a “social enterprise.”  The National Center for Social Entrepreneurs initiated a 
“Social Enterprise 101” training process in the early 1990s and that planning process is still 




follow a parallel path to the organization’s strategic planning process, or, in limited cases, is 
incorporated into the strategic planning process.   
Not-for-profit leadership and the implementation of social enterprises.  The CEO of 
the NFP is typically the key driver of strategic change, assuring a planning process that 
incorporates innovative thinking is in place, and developing an earned income idea that leads to a 
social enterprise is being implemented.  When innovative thinking is incorporated into the 
planning process, it increases the likelihood that the NFP will create earned income opportunities 
through a social enterprise.  Understanding the type of CEO that will be able to initiate change 
and create earned income opportunities could be pivotal to the survival of the NFP. 
The leadership style of an NFP CEO who has demonstrated entrepreneurial behavior and 
who has initiated an earned income idea resulting in the creation and implementation of a social 
enterprise, does not appear to have been analyzed.  Additionally, research on the type of 
leadership style and its relationship to social enterprise creation, does not appear to examine if 
risk-taking traits, coupled with a transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO increases the 
likelihood of the implementation of a social enterprise.  There are many studies linking the 
transformational leadership style to entrepreneurship, with the majority of more recent research 
done studying within for-profit corporations.  Chapter 2 of this dissertation discusses extensive 
support within studies that demonstrate a positive relationship between the transformational 
leadership style and entrepreneurial behavior and/or entrepreneurship, mostly within the for-
profit setting (e.g., Young, 1983, 2003; Sosik, Kahai, & Avolio, 1998, 1999: Elkins & Keller, 
2003).  Shafique and Kalyar (2018) examined the impact of transformational leadership on 
corporate entrepreneurship and absorptive capacity.  Their study surveyed small- and medium-




“undeniable importance to promote corporate entrepreneurship” (Shafique & Kalyar, 2018, p. 1), 
and their findings implicate that a transformational leadership style positively impacts corporate 
entrepreneurship (Shafique & Kalyar, 2018, p. 12).  The transformational leadership style has 
been shown to influence positively entrepreneurial activities (Ling et al., 2008; Yang, 2008), and 
another analysis has indicated that leadership style is a key factor attributing to the success or 
failure of corporate entrepreneurship (Quan, 2015), but these studies were also all focused on 
for-profit corporations.  Limited research within the NFP arena linking the transformational 
leadership style with entrepreneurial behavior leading to a social enterprise exists, and several 
are discussed in Chapter 2 that support the hypotheses presented.     
There has been abundant research regarding the leadership style of the CEO and the 
impact on organizational effectiveness and profit (Taylor, Cornelius, & Colvin, 2014; Bass & 
Riggio, 2014; Blane, 2017; Sharma, 2017; Dobbs & Walker, 2010; Bass & Bass, 2008; House & 
Aditya, 1997).  However, there has been very limited research published focused on NFP CEOs 
with a transformational leadership style and its relationship to the creation of a social enterprise.  
Thus, there is a gap in the literature tying the coupling of transformational leadership style and 
risk-taking traits in the NFP CEO to the idea and creation of a social enterprise.  As noted under 
the ‘Hybrid School of Thought,’ “while scholars assert that nonprofits are inherently innovative 
in tackling social problems, research on innovation within NFPs is largely anecdotal with limited 
empirical research. Supporters of the Hybrid School actively promote innovation to use existing 
resources creatively and generate new products and services and gain competitive advantage” 
(Malhotra, 2018, p. 22).  To that end, understanding how leadership styles inform innovative 





Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this research was to investigate the relationships between a 
transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and the influence of entrepreneurial behavior, 
and the creation and implementation of a social enterprise.  It investigated if NFP CEOs with a 
transformational leadership style also have higher risk-taking traits that positively influence 
entrepreneurial behavior and the implementation of social enterprises.  Organizational behavior 
researchers have shown correlations of leadership styles and risk-taking traits to improve 
organizational effectiveness and bring about positive change (Taylor et al., 2014; Bass & Riggio, 
2014; Blane, 2017; Sharma, 2017; Dobbs & Walker, 2010; Bass & Bass, 2008; House & Aditya, 
1997).  According to Elkins and Keller (2003), transformational leaders foster innovation within 
a firm.  Research has reflected that transformational leadership is positively linked with firm 
innovation (Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003; Warland & Mayer, 2017).  There is a lack of research 
examining transformational leadership style and risk-taking traits of NFP CEOs to efforts that 
lead to the creation and implementation of social enterprises. 
 Research Questions 
 The following were the questions around which this research was centered:  
• Is an NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style more likely to demonstrate 
entrepreneurial behavior?  
•  What is the influence of a transformational leadership style of an NFP CEO on the 
creation of a social enterprise?   
• Do risk-taking traits influence entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP CEO and increase 





Significance of the Study 
NFPs with a revenue stream from earned income (social enterprises) appear to have 
protection from challenges that threaten traditional NFP revenues.  Research indicates that 
transformational leadership can be learned (e.g., Anthony, 2012; Collins, 2001; Dyer, Gregersen 
& Christensen, 2011).  NFP leadership wishing to increase innovative thinking and create a 
stream of earned income through a social enterprise may encourage a specific leadership style 
and training to understand traits and help leaders hone their skills to positively impact social 
enterprise development.  In addition, NFP boards and search firms may desire to seek certain 
leadership styles and traits when recruiting to fill a CEO position. 
Definition of Terms  
Social Enterprise.  The term, social enterprise, has become a description for a broad 
number of socially beneficial activities.  Martin and Osberg (2007) define it: 
as having three components: (1) identifying a stable but inherently unjust equilibrium that 
causes the exclusion, marginalization, or suffering of a segment of humanity that lacks 
the financial means or political clout to achieve any transformative benefit on its own; (2) 
identifying an opportunity in this unjust equilibrium, developing a social value 
proposition, and bringing to bear inspiration, creativity, direct action, courage, and 
fortitude, thereby challenging the stable state’s hegemony; and (3) forging a new, stable 
equilibrium that releases trapped potential or alleviates the suffering of the target group, 
and through imitation and the creation of a stable ecosystem around the new equilibrium 
ensuring a better future for the targeted group and even society at large.  
AmyAnn Cadwell, Co-Founder of The Good Trade, defines social enterprise concisely as “a 




the common good” (Caldwell, 2019).  In this research, a social enterprise was defined as any 
earned income activity that benefits the NFP and generates revenue that supports a social cause 
(mission related cause to the NFP).   
Earned Income.  Earned income is an IRS term for income generated by participating in 
a business or trade.  Grantspace.org (2020) states on their website that “earned income is revenue 
generated from the sale of goods, services rendered, or work performed.”  Earned income for 
NFPs is revenue generated by services or products sold that are mission related.  The Girl Scouts 
of America produce earned income with sales of Girl Scout cookies, for example.  
Entrepreneur.  Jose de la Torre (2015) defined an entrepreneur as a “starter,” someone 
that initiates something new, drives the idea forward, and holds the ultimate responsibility for the 
destiny of the venture.  An entrepreneur was defined (for purposes of this research) as an NFP 
CEO who creates an idea for a product or a service and assures the idea is contemplated, 
discussed, and put into operation, typically through the creation of a social enterprise.   
Entrepreneurial Behavior.  Entrepreneurial behavior would be the leader holding the 
responsibility for the destiny of a venture, being the initiator of an idea and sitting in the 
“driver’s seat” taking an idea to fruition, such as creation of a social enterprise (Jose de la Torre, 
2015).  Entrepreneurial behavior of an NFP CEO would be going beyond the typical leadership 
and management demands of the position, working to bring innovation thinking into the culture, 
continuing to innovate within the NFP, and improving the NFPs bottom line.  The CEO 
exhibiting entrepreneurial behavior would be working to assure new ideas are generated and 
thoroughly vetted and those that can bring about betterment for the NFP get executed.  The NFP 





Risk-Taker.  Alton (2016) states that risk-taking is inherent in entrepreneurship.  He 
defines a risk-taker as a person who will take both calculable and ambiguous risks.  He defines 
an optimistic risk-taker as someone who always sees things as “half-full” and with a belief that 
risk taking is “generally a rewarding strategy” (Alton, 2016).  Risk-taking was defined within 
this research as the CEO being willing to take risks that would help the NFP accomplish its 
mission.  A risk-taker in the NFP would be aware of and take advantage of risks that could assist 
the NFP in growth and sustainability.   
Organization of the Study 
 This study was organized into five chapters.  Chapter 1 introduced the challenges many 
NFP organizations are facing in continuing their mission-focused work while diversifying their 
revenue streams and reducing their reliance on tax-based and philanthropic support.  The 
background, along with the research purpose were also presented. The next chapter, Chapter 2, 
reviewed the literature on transformational leadership, entrepreneurial behavior, and social 
enterprises, as well as risk-taking traits and the coupling of their influences with a 
transformational leadership style on entrepreneurial behavior and social enterprise creation. This 
is followed by Chapter 3 which discussed the methodology of the research, data collection 
process, and approaches that were used to analyze the data.  Chapter 4 reviewed the results of the 
study’s research, and Chapter 5 provides the summary of the study and findings, implications, 










CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW 
Using theoretical underpinnings of transformational leadership and entrepreneurial 
behavior, this chapter tied together leadership traits between the NFP CEO and their propensity 
to innovate ways to generate earned revenue (e.g., social enterprise). Transformational leadership 
theory supports the hypothesis that the NFP CEO with both a transformational leadership style 
and high risk-taking traits would be able to garner support and inspire and motivate others’ 
behaviors in taking an entrepreneurial idea and turning it into a social enterprise. 
Figure 1 displays the conceptual model that guided the review of literature in this chapter. 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
Social Enterprise Creation 
A social enterprise is any implemented activity that generates earned income that 




creations as either a for-profit or NFP.  A social enterprise being created within this study 
referred to any entrepreneurial activity that was implemented that generates earned income.  This 
could include selling current services offered by the NFP.  This could also include creation of a 
separately incorporated entity that falls under the umbrella of a parent NFP, which generates 
earned income contributing to the parent NFP’s mission.  There are numerous studies and 
publications that provide guides to creating successful social enterprises.  Masters (2003) 
developed a “social enterprise tool kit” for NFPs.  He outlines a process that is typically utilized 
within the NFP when there is desire to generate earned income through creation of a social 
enterprise.  The National Center for Social Entrepreneurs’ “Social Enterprise 101” workshop for 
NFPs also recommended similar steps be taken to entertain innovative ideas and to move the 
ideas through a process that leads to the creation of a social enterprise.  The typical 
recommended process includes a staff member team, typically led by the CEO of the NFP, being 
created.  The team reviews the organization’s mission and goals, and brainstorms ideas that 
could generate unrestricted earned income for the organization.  The ideas generated can range 
from selling services or products already offered by the NFP to unrelated business ideas where 
the only connection to the mission of the NFP is that the opportunity could provide unrestricted 
income to further the work of the NFP (i.e., opening a coffee shop or a thrift store). 
This first step in the creation of a social enterprise is opportunity recognition; the NFP 
CEO identifies an unmet need, discovers patterns or trends that yield a new venture that will 
benefit the organization, or has an entrepreneurial idea that could generate earned income.  The 
CEO would next typically form the innovation or social enterprise team and brainstorm other 
ideas.  The team would next prioritize the ideas, choosing those that have the highest 




recognized, the next step for the NFP CEO is to develop how the opportunity will be pursued, 
typically with the all-paid staff team (recognizing that in many NFPs the CEO goes through the 
steps alone).  This involves pulling together insights about organizational resources, appropriate 
revenue streams, and costs to develop a model for how the social enterprise will create and 
capture value for the nonprofit.  The possible effects of the profit-making activity are then 
studied, a study of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (S.W.O.T. analysis) is next 
conducted, the competition and market (customer groups) are analyzed, and legal considerations 
are made.  The next step is typically the creation of a full business plan which is finalized and 
presented to the appropriate NFP board committee (typically the Planning Committee).  In most 
NFPs that have a strong board governance model, the planning committee handles the budgeting 
process as well.  The planning committee determines the presentation to the full board of 
directors.  If approved, the CEO then leads the appropriate staff to implementation which is the 
final stage in social enterprise creation. 
Theoretical Framework 
Transformational Leadership Theory.  The transformational leadership style was 
introduced by Burns (1978) and extensively researched by Bass (1985). Transformational leaders 
were defined by researchers as charismatic leaders who are able to inspire and intellectually 
stimulate others (Bass, 1985; Conger, 1999; Bryant, 2003).  Transformational leadership from 
top management creates a mindset of innovation and growth within the organization.  
Transformational leaders tend to be passionate about their work and are able to motivate 
and inspire others.  Across a large number of leadership studies exploring transformational 
leaders, researchers indicate that leaders with a transformational leadership style impact other 




Kanungo, 1998, House & Aditya, 1997; Fiol et al., 1999; Podsakoff, McKenzie & Bommer, 
1996; Lowe, et al., 1996; Keller, 1992; Bryant, 2003). 
Transformational leaders are able to clearly articulate an idea, vision, or dream to others 
as well as present strategic goals in a manner that attracts followers to join in on the dream 
(Conger & Kanungo, 1998).  They also have an impact on others’ behaviors that appears to 
inspire, motivate and lead to exceptional performance (Conger & Kanungo, 1998; Bass, 1985).  
Transformational leaders may be able to generate higher levels of innovation from all workers 
and “inspire workers on to higher levels of innovation and effectiveness” (Bryant, 2003, p. 37).  
There are thousands of studies on styles of leadership and their impact on organizational 
performance, and a comprehensive body of thought regarding named leadership styles 
(Wiltshire, 2018).  Transformational leadership is the style most revered by NFP leadership, as 
research supports it as a highly relevant concept for NFPs experiencing a transition to also 
becoming a social enterprise.  Transformational leadership style is seen as providing 
inspirational, motivating, and visionary leadership and the leader with this style is regarded as an 
agent of change.  With sustainability being a key challenge due to the reliance of so many NFPs 
on government support or charitable/philanthropic support, transformational leadership is 
considered essential in modern day NFPs and social enterprises (Wiltshire, 2018).   
Bass and Burns set the foundation for transformational leadership.  Burns (1978) published his 
seminal book, Leadership, which first introduced the transformational leadership concept.  Burns 
showed that leaders could be transactional, deal-making, or ordinary, or they could be “dynamic 
agents of major social change” (as cited in Sharma, 2017).  House introduced his “1976 Theory 
of Charismatic Leadership” which was published in 1977.  Bass developed the model of 




(Bass, 1985, Avolio & Bass, 1991).  Bass’ legacy is hundreds of researchers and scholars 
continuing to explore transformational leadership.  He is considered the driving force in the 
study of transformational leadership (Bass & Riggio, 2006).   
Bass’s 1985 book, Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations, explored why 
some leaders inspire extraordinary effort and outcomes.  His research showed that a 
transformational leadership style was the answer.  Many studies have examined transformational 
leadership and its positive relationship to organizational performance.  Most of the research is 
with for-profit firms spanning the globe.  However, there are several publications that study 
transformational leadership and its relationship to performance within the NFP sector, that also 
reflect a positive relationship (e.g., Riggio, Bass & Orr, 2004; Egri & Herman, 2000).   
Transformational leadership creates performance beyond expectations as the 
transformational leader moves followers to exceed expectations in performance as presented in 
Shamir et al.’s (1993) Charismatic Leadership theory.  These leaders tend to have more 
committed, satisfied, and loyal followers and tend to encourage personal and collective 
identification with both the leader’s and the organization’s goals and objectives (Bass & Riggio, 
2006, p. 9).  The transformational leader behaves in a manner that allows them to be role models.  
They are “admired, respected, and trusted.  Followers identify with the leaders and want to 
emulate them” (Bass & Riggio, 2006, p. 5). 
Entrepreneurship Framework.  The entrepreneurship field is young, and it is an 
important growing arena.  This area of study applies a variety of important theories from mainly 
economics and management to build knowledge frameworks for practicing entrepreneurs.   A 
large majority of the research and publications in this area appear to be rooted in for-profit 




entrepreneurship is limited (Young, 1983, 2003).  It is difficult to conceptualize entrepreneurship 
in the NFP sector when reviewing research that is mainly focused on the for-profit arena.  
Entrepreneurship theories are typically viewed as one of the key lines of reasoning in economic 
theories within the nonprofit sector (Schumpeter, 1934, 1943).  Austrian American economist, 
Joseph Schumpeter introduced one of the first entrepreneurship theories in his publication 
regarding a “theory of creative destruction” which is about disrupting existing industries through 
innovation/change.  He believed innovation would gradually become an embedded process 
within large corporations (Schumpeter, 1934, 1943).   
Peter Drucker inspired NFP leaders to become entrepreneurs.  His work focused on 
managers as leaders within the NFP.  He stated that “the entrepreneur always searches for 
change, responds to it, and exploits it as an opportunity.”  Drucker (1990) described NFP 
managers/leaders as “individuals to bring the new to the marketplace.”  The motives of an NFP 
entrepreneur have been the subject of several publications (Horak et al., 1997; Schwarz, 1991).  
Schwarz (1991) discusses that NFP managers become entrepreneurs in their pursuit of for-profit 
enterprises to fill the funding gap.  The roots of entrepreneurship theories are from resource-
based view perspectives, including the competitive advantage and dynamic capabilities theories.  
Traditional study of distinctive competencies focused on the attributes of a firm that enable it to 
pursue a strategy more efficiently and effectively than other firms.  Since the early 1900s, 
scholars have tried to answer the questions why some firms persistently outperform others 
(Porter, 1985; Hrebiniak & Snow, 1982; Hitt & Ireland, 1985).    
NFP CEO capabilities can be “distinctive competencies” and unique and difficult to 
replicate – fitting into the traditional study of distinctive competencies (Porter, 1985; Hrebiniak 




organization’s strategy, it follows that NFPs that have high quality CEOs will usually outperform 
NFPs that have low quality CEO leadership.  In this context, choosing high quality leadership is 
the most important strategic choice that can be made by an NFP; and training and retaining high 
quality leadership is critical for the board and CEO (Buchholtz, Mecca, & Miotti, 2017).  High 
quality leadership within an NFP includes many factors, with visionary, inspiring, transforming, 
innovative, and creative descriptors included.  Top leadership can have tremendous impact as 
change agents, as transformational leaders, like Lee Iacocca with Chrysler or Jack Welch with 
GE. 
This dissertation viewed a firm’s resources such as leadership style being a core 
competency.  With so many NFPs struggling to survive, especially when challenges and crises 
occur like the COVID-19 pandemic, a social enterprise may allow the NFP to continue 
operations with a stream of earned income.  Having a social enterprise in operation can give the 
NFP a competitive advantage and can be considered a firm’s resource.  The research examined if 
there was a correlation between a transformational leadership style and a social enterprise being 
created.  
Hypotheses Development 
As illustrated in Figure 1, this research study investigated the transformational leadership 
style of an NFP CEO and their propensity to innovate ways to generate earned revenue via 
creation of a social enterprise.  This study also investigated if NFP CEOs with both 
transformational leadership styles and high risk-taking traits would be able to garner support and 
inspire and motivate others’ behaviors in taking an entrepreneurial idea and turn it into a social 
enterprise.  This study investigated through six hypotheses.  The relationships are explicated 




Hypothesis 1 – Transformational Leadership Style Effect on Entrepreneurial 
Behavior.  The CEO of the NFP is the key driver of strategic change initiatives, including 
creating innovation planning processes (Parker, 2019).  Leading strategic change is the gold 
standard for substantive, creative, and proactive NFPs, through the CEO’s leadership.  The 
stakes for the NFP in building its capacity to innovate are way up in the stratosphere.  In today’s 
world of escalating change that is always challenging and frequently threatening, every NFP’s 
success – and often its continued survival – is heavily dependent on its capacity to lead its own 
change and, particularly, to innovate in response to the most important opportunities and 
challenges that are constantly coming its way.  Successful strategic change also depends heavily 
on creativity and imagination, on thinking “out of the box” (Eadie, 2012).  Creativity is at the 
heart of being able to see the implications of environmental conditions and trends, and it enriches 
the change process by generating the possibilities for change.  The more open and wider the 
search – the further outside the box of what already exists and what is familiar and comfortable 
an NFP is able to go – the more likely it is to come up with change that effectively responds to 
challenges and opportunities.  By virtue of their diverse talents, expertise, experience, and 
perspectives, board members are essential participants in a strategic change process, but their 
active participation comes typically through the NFP CEO making it happen.  
The CEO must play a highly visible and aggressive leadership role to lead change, 
specifically “out-of-the-box” change, providing top-down “guidance, direction, support, and 
pressure to keep the out-of-the-box change process moving ahead” (Eadie, 2012).  After the NFP 
CEO has the board supporting an innovation, the CEO then inspires and motivates the employees 
to bring the idea to fruition, which could be the creation of a social enterprise.  This research 




organization which resulted in a social enterprise.  
Within the NFP organization, the CEO may have other titles such as Executive Director, 
or President.  With the need to diversify the funding base and generate higher levels of 
unrestricted dollars, the CEO can provide the hope, inspiration, and motivation, and even the 
ideas, to bring in earned income through social enterprise.  The research supports that if the NFP 
CEO has a transformational leadership style, he/she will be innovative, creative, and 
inspirational.  Creativity and innovativeness can lead to idea generation that can inspire creation 
of a social enterprise.  Transformational leadership inspires followers to be more creative in their 
efforts with their inspirational motivation (Sosik et al., 1998, 1999).  The transformational leader 
has a character that creates an environment that inspires and facilitates passion for success in all 
areas.  They are optimistic and have a mindset that can cascade excellence throughout their 
company.  This type of leader is a “dealer in hope” as Napoleon Bonaparte characterized leaders, 
believing hope to be the greatest of all possessions (Blane, 2017; Dobbs & Walker, 2010; Forbes 
Quotes, 2020).  Numerous studies have shown that transformational leaders encourage creativity 
and innovation by the climate they set which encourages “thinking outside of the box” (e.g., Jung 
et al., 2003; Shin & Zhou, 2003; Elkins & Keller, 2003).   
The challenge for NFPs continues to be that most NFP business models are based on 
dependence on philanthropic giving, grants, charitable gifts, and other unpredictable revenues.  
This is the “scarcity” thinking type of leadership evident across many NFPs (Parker, 2019).  The 
majority of the over one million NFPs in the US do not support themselves through selling 
services or products (earned income), but still rely on donated dollars.  The National Center for 
Social Entrepreneurs has a statement on its website which says, “Not for Profit is just a tax 




model innovation has arrived within the NFP arena, and research suggests that any NFP can 
reinvent itself through thinking like a business, thinking creatively about what offerings can be 
sold (product, service, event, experience), innovating and partnering and creating a sustainable 
business model (Kaplan, 2012).  All of these steps can occur under the leadership of an NFP 
CEO with a transformational leadership style, leading to the creation of a social enterprise. 
H1: Transformational leadership style of an NFP CEO will be positively related to 
entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP CEO.  
Hypothesis 2 - Entrepreneurial Behavior will be positively related to the creation of 
a social enterprise.  Myriad research connects transformational leadership styles to innovation 
implementation and organizational effectiveness.  Organizational behavior researchers have 
shown correlations of visionary leadership styles to improve organizational effectiveness in 
NFPs (Taylor et al., 2014; Rowold & Rohmann, 2009).  Transformational leadership was shown 
to improve an organization’s success (Waldman et al., 2004) and there is evidence suggesting 
that the behaviors of a transformational leader relate to organizational-level performance (Estes 
& Wang, 2008; Wang et al., 2011).  Transformational leadership style was found to have a 
positive relationship with innovation within the organization (Jung et al., 2003). When an NFP 
CEO inspires innovation and a social enterprise is created, the organization increases its 
competitiveness, increases unrestricted revenue generation, and impacts not only a positive 
bottom line, but makes a positive difference in individual lives and within the community.  This 
would be considered organizational effectiveness within the NFP.   






Hypothesis 3 – Transformational leadership style and social enterprise creation.  
Social entrepreneurship has its roots in the NFP sector (Boschee, 2001).  Early work in the field 
describes a social entrepreneur as a change agent in the NFP sector who focuses on both the 
creation and sustaining of social value.  The social entrepreneur identifies and pursues new 
opportunities to serve the mission, creating a process that assures continuous innovation and 
acting boldly despite a lack of resources.  They exhibit a “heightened sense of accountability to 
the constituencies served and for the outcomes created” (Dees, 1998).  Social entrepreneurship is 
now in the mainstream of society since its inception in the early 90’s, and although for profits, 
venture capitalists, funders, academics, and others are involved in entrepreneurial endeavors to 
support a social cause, there are NFP veterans that have learned from their decades of experience 
as social entrepreneurs.  NFP social entrepreneurs have reversed the revenue generation formula 
from reliance on traditional philanthropic and government support to having earned income as 
the primary goal (Boschee, 2001). 
H3: Transformational leadership style of an NFP CEO will be positively related to social 
enterprise creation. 
Hypothesis 4 – Mediating Effect of Entrepreneurial Behavior.  Entrepreneurship can 
be defined mainly as a process of designing, launching, and operating a new business.  Professor 
Howard Stevenson, called “the godfather of entrepreneurship studies at Harvard Business 
School,” coined the definition of entrepreneurship as “the pursuit of opportunity beyond 
resources controlled” (Eisenmann, 2013, p. 1).  Helm and Andersson (2010) conducted an 
empirical evaluation of NFP entrepreneurial behaviors, arguing that NFP entrepreneurs are 
“measurably different from their non-entrepreneurial counterparts on the behaviors theorized to 




NFP entrepreneurial behaviors and earned income generation (e.g., social enterprise).  Their data 
also showed that innovation, proactiveness and risk-taking “amalgamate to become one behavior 
during nonprofit entrepreneurial activity” (Helm & Andersson, 2010).   
Innovativeness within organizations is defined as “organizations that consistently adopt 
innovative products and processes” (Subramanian & Nilakanta, 1996, p. 632).  Innovation is 
considered the “lifeblood of our global economy and a strategic priority for virtually every CEO 
around the world” (Dyer et al., 2011).  The adoption of innovations within an organization can 
galvanize the organization and lead to improved organizational performance (Subramanian & 
Nilakanta, 1996, p. 632).  Innovative entrepreneurs can have an idea that can create meaningful 
change in many lives.  The origins of innovation within an NFP can be found in “a smart, 
dedicated staff and board, who observe the knots in an organization and are bold enough to ask 
the tough questions” (Garry, 2017, p. 73).  Innovation can only take an NFP so far, as there is a 
significant difference between doing something new or different and entrepreneurship which is 
doing something new that produces earned income.  Earned income can lead to sustainability, 
donated revenue cannot (Boschee, 2001).  The CEO of the NFP must help create and lead the 
process to generate ideas to address the “knots” and to champion the idea and lead the process 
from the initial idea to implementation.  This type of leadership is most likely with a CEO with a 
transformational leadership style.  Thus, the following hypothesis was offered: 
H4: Entrepreneurial behavior of an NFP CEO will mediate the positive relationship 
between transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and social enterprise 
creation. 
Hypothesis 5 - Moderating Effect of Risk-Taking Propensity on Social Enterprise 




homelessness, education, disease, to name a few.  One idea could create a profound solution if 
the right leader at the NFP can champion it and create the enthusiasm and support to move it to 
implementation.  As reflected in earlier discussion, transformational leaders provide hope and 
inspiration, and are able to inspire creativity and innovation by thinking outside of the box.  
Transformational leaders are also seen as “champions” for an idea, mission, or cause.  According 
to Howell, Shea, and Higgins (1998), champions are defined as individuals who promote 
innovations.  Factors of champions included demonstrating confidence in the innovation; 
gathering support and involvement and persisting under adversity (Howell et al., 1998).  Ippoliti 
(1989) found that champions scored high on the transformational multi-leadership questionnaire 
(MLQ) scale and high in the areas of charisma and inspirational motivation.  In researching 
champions, Howell and Higgins (1990) found that champions were more likely to reveal 
ideological goals and to have confidence in self and others.   
Other behaviors identified included risk-taking, innovativeness, social adroitness, and 
endurance (Howell & Higgins, 1990).  Later research has concluded that champions have a 
higher level of support for new ideas and connect innovation to positive organizational outcomes 
(Howell & Bois, 2004).  Transformational leaders tend to be champions and they keep product 
innovations alive (Dougherty & Hardy, 1996; Bass & Bass, 2008).  Dess and Picken (2000) 
found that leaders who inspired and championed innovativeness and creativity among their 
followers as a core purpose sparked their organizations to sustain and compete during advances 
in technology, the information revolution, and global competition. 
Risk taking is “the degree to which an individual assumes risks without guarantee of a 
known return” (Dubinsky, Yammarinao, & Jolson, 1995, p. 320).  The NFP CEO possessing this 




A qualitative study conducted in 2019 by Younis Q. Al Hassan at the University of Northern 
Iowa, examined “whether nonprofit leaders’ risk-taking propensity is associated with their 
managerial leadership styles.”  Findings from this research reflected a positive significant 
relationship between a leader’s transformational leadership style and the leader’s risk-taking 
propensity; while a negative significant relationship existed between a leader’s risk-taking 
propensity and the leader’s laissez-faire or transactional leadership style (Al Hassan, 2019).  Al 
Hassan (2019) also found that the majority of NFP leaders surveyed had a transformational 
leadership style.  Despite the uncertainty of creating a social enterprise, NFP CEOs who are high 
in risk-taking propensity are not easily dissuaded from making tough choices.  The potential 
rewards from making a risky decision may exceed the cost of potential failure.  This is 
significant as this dissertation theorized that the NFP CEO who creates a social enterprise is 
more likely to have a transformational leadership style and to be a risk-taker.   
Past research has distinguished between managers and leaders in how they are 
characterized by their risk-taking propensity.  Specifically, Zaleznik (2004) found that leaders, 
such as NFP CEOs, work from high-risk positions, and pursue risk where opportunity and 
reward are high, such as in the creation of a social enterprise.  In contrast, managers tend to be 
reserved and are not as interested in experimenting with risk and tend to focus on survival. 
Extending this line of thinking to this study, it was predicted that risk-taking propensity would 
have an impact on transformational leaders within an NFP, such that the creation of a social 
enterprise was more likely for those leaders who reflected a higher degree of risk-taking 
propensity, than those who were risk averse, or measured lower in risk-taking propensity.  
H5: Risk-taking propensity will moderate the relationship between transformational 





CEOs that have a higher risk-taking propensity will be likely to have created a 
social enterprise, compared to NFP CEOs that have a lower risk-taking 
propensity. 
 Hypothesis 6 – Risk-Taking propensity moderation of the mediating effects of 
entrepreneurial behavior.  NFPs must constantly respond to external and internal 
environmental influences.  Risk-taking tends to be an inherent and necessary trait for NFP 
leadership, to continue fulfilling the mission of the organization, despite funding challenges, 
social, political and economic influences that continuously impact operations.  Risk-taking is 
considered inherent in entrepreneurship.  In an evaluation of entrepreneur risk-taking using a 
Magnitude of Loss Scale, researchers found that an entrepreneur group differed significantly 
from a non-entrepreneurial group, and that the entrepreneurs are willing to “stake higher amounts 
when they find that the probabilities of success are right” (Kamalanabhan, Sunder, & Manshor, 
2006).   
In a study exploring the risk-taking propensity of entrepreneurs, risk-taking was found to 
be a critical factor impacting the likelihood that a business would be started (Hull, Bosley, & 
Udell, 1980).  Risk-taking has been found to be “inherent” in entrepreneurship (Dickson & 
Gigilierano, 1986; Knight, 1971; Palmer, 1971).  Though all NFP CEOs do not have a 
transformational leadership style, those that do are predicted to engage in more entrepreneurial 
behavior and to take greater risks.  This relationship suggests entrepreneurial behavior mediates 
the influence of transformational leadership style on social enterprise creation, so that risk-taking 
moderates this effect, which is stronger for CEOs who are high in risk-taking propensity. 
 Further, it was posited that entrepreneurially-minded NFP CEOs would be open to taking 




still, risk-taking in the NFP sector is often hampered by a risk-averse volunteer board of 
directors.  Since the board is the governing body that serves as the steward of the NFP’s 
resources, it is often good intent that causes members to stay away from new ideas or 
innovations without a guarantee of success.  Jerr Boschee (2001), a consultant and advisor to 
social entrepreneurs for over two decades, shares that most NFP entrepreneurs “enter the game 
knowing that three-quarters of what they try will fail, but they have the personal and institutional 
courage to make mistakes, learn from the experience, and start all over again.”  The NFP CEO 
that is an entrepreneur tends to keep bringing ideas and innovations to the organization, knowing 
the risks and the challenges to garner board support.  Yet they keep doing it.   
The CEO plays an important role in promoting corporate entrepreneurship.  Findings 
from a multisource survey of CEOs with transformational leadership style suggest that 
transformational CEOs play a significant role in risk-taking propensity.  Their findings also show 
that three transformational leadership characteristics (decentralization of responsibilities, risk-
taking propensity, and long-term compensation) were significantly linked to corporate 
entrepreneurship.  Their results showed a direct link between transformational leadership and 
corporate entrepreneurship (Ling, Simsek, Lubatkin, Lyon, & Veiga, 2008).  Given that many 
studies on risk-taking behavior among entrepreneurs are focused on the risk-profile of 
entrepreneurs, that is, whether entrepreneurs are decidedly more risk-taking than non-
entrepreneurs; its role in social enterprise creation cannot be ignored.  In this study, the NFP 
CEO’s entrepreneurial behavior is thought to be influenced by their willingness to take on more 
risk.  Because risk taking is associated with successful entrepreneurs, it follows that 
transformational leaders who behave in an entrepreneurial manner will be more likely to create a 




innovativeness and tolerance for challenges within an NFP, reactions to exploring additional 
modes of increasing revenue streams may be bolstered by an NFP’s risk-taking propensity.  A 
CEO with high risk-taking propensity who is entrepreneurially-minded is more likely to succeed 
in managing the uncertainty of a new social enterprise and minimizing role stress compared to 
NFP CEOs with low risk-taking propensity.  Even if entrepreneurially-minded, NFP CEOs with 
low risk-taking propensity will likely avoid the stress associated with social enterprise creation 
more readily than NFP CEOs with higher risk-taking propensity. 
H6: Risk-taking propensity of the NFP CEO will moderate the mediating effects of 
entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP CEO on the positive relationship between 
transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and social enterprise creation, 
such that the relationship will be stronger for NFP CEOs who have a higher risk-
taking propensity than for those who have a lower risk-taking propensity. 
Table 1 below summarizes the hypotheses put forth in this chapter. 
Table 1. 
Summary of Hypotheses 
H1 Transformational leadership style of an NFP CEO will be positively related to 
entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP CEO. 
H2 Entrepreneurial behavior of an NFP CEO will be positively related to social enterprise 
creation.  
H3 Transformational leadership style of an NFP CEO will be positively related to social 
enterprise creation.  
H4 Entrepreneurial behavior of an NFP CEO will mediate the positive relationship between 





Summary of Hypotheses 
H5 Risk-taking propensity will moderate the relationship between transformational 
leadership style of an NFP CEO and social enterprise creation, such that NFP CEOs that 
have a higher risk-taking propensity will be likely to have created a social enterprise, 
compared to NFP CEOs that have a lower risk-taking propensity. 
H6 Risk-taking propensity of the NFP CEO will moderate the mediating effects of 
entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP CEO on the positive relationship between 
transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and social enterprise creation, such 
that the relationship will be stronger for NPF CEOs who have a higher risk-taking 















CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY 
 This chapter presents an overview about the research methods that were used for 
collecting and analyzing the data.  The chapter first describes the sample for the study then 
provides details on both the specific population and sample size that were included in this 
research.  Also included is information related to the survey questions that were distributed to 
CEOs of NFPs.  Next, this chapter discusses the research questions and the instruments, data 
collection procedures and methods executed for the study.  The chapter concludes with a review 
and discussion regarding the selected research design and method of data analysis. 
Sample  
The design for this research was a quantitative survey (utilizing Qualtrics) of NFP CEOs 
at the individual level.  This was a cross-sectional study with data collected at one point in time 
from multiple types of people with one commonality of all being NFP CEOs.  The survey used a 
purposive nonrandom (intentional) sampling, with the sampling size target of a minimum of 150 
chief executive officers of NFPs.  The final analysis included 127 NFP CEO respondents. 
The respondents to the survey held various titles, such as CEO, Executive Director, 
President, Administrator, or other titles which represented the chief (primary) executive officer 
of the NFP (just called CEOs throughout this dissertation).  Volunteer board members who held 




The CEOs selected for the survey were drawn from numerous national, regional, state 
and local organizations that either have members or affiliations with NFP CEOs.  The 
questionnaire was sent to over 1,000 NFP CEOs across the country and was by invitation only.  
The target population was diverse in age, gender, cultural and ethnic background, education, 
salary, tenure, experience, and representation in their NFP’s field of service.  The NFPs 
represented both urban and rural service areas across many states.  Data was collected regarding 
the budget size and number of employees of the NFP, as well as the field of service of the NFP 
(i.e., health care, education, social services, religious, foundation).  Respondents were also asked 
to share key demographic information regarding age, gender, education, income, and tenure.  
Measures 
 As also provided earlier in Chapter 2, for reader convenience, Figure 2 represents the 
conceptual model guiding this research and features variables that were measured in this 
research: transformational leadership style, risk-taking propensity, attitude towards 
entrepreneurial behavior, and social enterprise creation.   
 




There were six sections within the survey that was sent.  The survey included eligibility 
questions to assure all respondents were the chief executive of an NFP and included a consent 
form.  Information was collected regarding the NFP (staff size, budget, field of service, and if a 
social enterprise was occurring prior to the CEO respondent’s tenure) and information about the 
CEO as it related to their position title, tenure, experience, and if a social enterprise was initiated 
under their leadership.  Demographic information about the CEO respondent was collected for 
information and control purposes, including age, gender and income.  Appendix A provides the 
detail regarding the consent form and the questions asked in the survey regarding NFP data and 
demographic information. 
The data collection instrument included four validated scales and one measure created by 
the researcher regarding social enterprise creation, due to the limited availability of a scale to 
utilize regarding measurement of NFP social enterprise creation that fit within the realm of this 
study.  These four validated scales and the social enterprise creation questions developed were 
used to measure the four key constructs.  
Seven questions were created to measure the dependent variable (social enterprise 
creation). These questions included a 5- point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, which helped to 
measure whether a social enterprise had been initiated under the respondent’s leadership and if in 
full operation as of the survey.  These questions were developed to assist in the analysis of the 
level of social enterprise actions taken by the NFP CEO, and whether or not a social enterprise 
had been implemented.  The questions were developed to measure the degree of social enterprise 
creation that the NFP CEO respondent had reached at their current NFP, from no social 
enterprise or idea for a social enterprise, to full implementation of a social enterprise, and are 




A scale was used to measure self-efficacy of respondents, to analyze if behavioral 
intentions to create a social enterprise might be influenced by perceived social enterprise 
desirability (Cox et al., 2002).  In a post hoc analysis (Chapter 4), the self-efficacy scale results 
were analyzed with self-efficacy in social enterprise creation as the dependent variable to 
strengthen the conclusions regarding the hypotheses stated.   
This scale was added to help validate the theory that NFP CEOs who have a 
transformational leadership style would be more likely to create a social enterprise.  The scale 
used and modified for the purposes of this dissertation is included in Appendix C. 
The scales that were used to collect data for transformational leadership style, risk-taking 
propensity, and attitude towards entrepreneurial behavior were all validated measurement tools 
and are well-established in the literature.  The instrument for each of these three variables is 
discussed below.  
Transformational Leadership.  Transformational leadership was measured using the 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Short Form (MLQ Form 5X-Short), to focus on 
transformational leadership traits (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass & Avolio, 2000).  The MLQ Form 
5X-Short is typically considered to be one of the best validated instruments to assess 
transformational leadership style (Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramaniam, 2003; Avolio & Bass, 
2004; Kirkbride, 2006).  This instrument is comprised of five scales, describing factors of 
transformational leadership: 1) idealized influence; 2) idealized behavior; 3) inspirational 
motivation; 4) intellectual stimulation; and 5) individual consideration.  The MLQ Form 5X-
Short utilizes a 5-point Likert scale (for purposes of this research the 0-4 scale has been modified 




5=Frequently, if not always.  The MLQ Form 5X-Short consists of 45 items, and the measures 
for transformational leadership only are 20 items.   
The 20 items were used in this survey for purposes of identifying the respondents as more 
transformational than the norm, or less transformational than the norm.  This 20-item section of 
the survey took approximately ten minutes for a respondent to complete.  Mind Garden Inc. 
provided permission for use of the MLQ Form 5X-Short for use throughout this study, as well as 
provided approval for the modification of the MLQ Form 5X-Short to only include the 20 
questions related to transformational leadership.  Approval was also received that allowed 
modification of the scale from 0-4 to 1-5.  A license was obtained to use it for the inclusion in 
the Qualtrics online survey and approval was obtained to use an online survey platform other 
than the Mind Garden Transform survey system.  The license acquired allowed up to 1,000 
respondents and the survey was conducted by invitation only to assure it was not viewed by more 
than the 1,000.  The license consent form is included as Appendix D.  
The questions used within the survey to measure transformational leadership style are not 
permitted to be shared.  The approved sample items of the questions used within the Qualtrics 




In this section, we are interested in learning about your leadership style.  Please respond to 
each question describing your leadership style as you perceive it.  Descriptive statements 
are listed below.  Indicate how frequently each statement fits you.  The word "others" may 
mean clients, peers, supervisors, and/or all of these individuals. * 
 
I talk optimistically about the future. 





I spend time teaching and coaching. 
Not at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often Frequently, if not always 
The following copyright information was included on each page of the Qualtrics survey 
that included the transformational leadership measurement questions as required by the 
publisher: “*MLQ Copyright © 1995 Bruce Avolio and Bernard Bass.  All rights reserved in all 
media.  Published by Mind Garden, Inc., www.mindgarden.com.  Altered with permission of the 
publisher.” 
Risk-Taking propensity.  The scale used in the survey to measure risk-taking propensity 
was the short version of the Domain Specific Risk-Taking Attitude (DOSPERT) scale created in 
2002 (Weber, Blais, & Betz, 2002).  This scale was modified in 2006 (Blais & Weber, 2006).  
This scale is one of the most widely used instruments that assesses risk-taking propensity and 
considered one of the best-validated measures of risk-taking propensity.  The internal 
consistency (e.g., reliability) estimates associated with the original 48-item English risk-taking 
scores ranged from .70 to .84 (mean of .78) as reported by Weber et al. (2002).  The version used 
in this research was the 30-item DOSPERT Scale, which evaluates behavioral intentions.  This 
scale was used to help determine the likelihood with which respondents might engage in risky 
activities/behaviors.  The DOSPERT Scale uses a 7-point rating scale which ranges from 1 to 7.  
For purposes of this study the scale was modified to a 5-point rating scale which ranges from 1 to 
5 as follows:  1-Extremely Unlikely; 2-Somewhat Unlikely; 3-Neither Likely or Unlikely; 4-
Somewhat Likely; 5-Extremely Likely.  The DOSPERT scale as included in this survey took 
approximately ten (10) minutes to complete (Blais & Weber, 2006).  Weber et al. (2002) found 
moderate test-retest reliability estimates with the DOSPERT Scale and provided evidence for the 
factorial and convergent/discriminant validity of the scores with respect to constructs including 




DOSPERT scale has been “a validated and widely used tool to measure risk-taking propensity” 
(Enstrom & Schmaltz, 2017 p. 2).  This measure allowed for the exploration of risk-taking 
moderating effects between transformational leadership style and entrepreneurial intention, as 
well as risk-taking moderating effects on the relationship between transformational leadership 
and social enterprise creation.  Appendix E includes the scale as used within the survey. 
Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior.   The final scale utilized was the Attitude 
towards Entrepreneurial Behavior portion of the Entrepreneurship Intention Scale (Linan & 
Chen, 2009) which has 12 questions.  This scale was developed using Ajzen’s (1991) theory of 
planned behavior to build the questionnaire and was used to study the NFP CEO’s attitude 
towards entrepreneurial behavior and any correlation with a transformational leadership style, 
and to examine if this behavior mediated the relationship between transformational leadership 
style and the creation of a social enterprise.  This was measured through the twelve questions 
which were in the survey as two sets of six questions.  The scale is anchored by a 7-point Likert 
scale where 1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4=Neither Agree or 
Disagree; 5=Somewhat Agree; 6=Agree; and 7=Strongly Agree.  
For purposes of this study, the scale was modified to a 5-point Likert scale as follows:  
1=Strongly Disagree; 2=Somewhat Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree; 4=Somewhat 
Agree; and 5=Strongly Agree.  The first six questions of the scale were adapted to fit the context 
of this study. Instead of asking respondents about the creation of a new business, the scale was 
adapted to reflect the creation of a new social enterprise within their NFP.  Completion of this 
portion of the survey was estimated to take the respondent approximately five minutes.  The 






 An online survey was administered to NFP CEOs across the US.  All questionnaires were 
sent via the Qualtrics software platform online.  The Qualtrics survey was divided into six parts.  
Part I featured survey eligibility questions as all respondents had to be the chief executive of an 
NFP.  Part II collected information about the NFP (staff size, budget, field of service, and if a 
social enterprise was occurring) and information about the CEO as it related to their position 
title, tenure, experience, and if a social enterprise was initiated under their leadership.  Part II 
included the five questions regarding social enterprise creation and the steps leading to social 
enterprise creation.  Part II also included the validated scale regarding self-efficacy with social 
enterprise creation.   Part III assessed the transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO.  Part 
IV examined the NFP CEO’s attitude towards entrepreneurial behavior.  Part V measured the 
risk-taking propensity of the respondent.  The final section, Part VI, featured demographic 
information about the NFP CEO, including age, gender, and income.   
All survey respondents were provided a consent form with detailed information regarding 
the research.  Only respondents that consented were included in the data collection.  The consent 
form provided contact information for questions regarding the respondent’s rights as a research 
subject, and documentation that all answers provided in the survey would be kept confidential 
and anonymous (Appendix A). 
Data Analysis 
 Both SmartPLS (Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015) and SPSS Statistical software were 
used to examine the relationships between the variables in this research.  A factor analysis was 




SEM) was used to do a regression analysis to test the relationship between the constructs and to 
support or reject the hypotheses.   
The model presented is a mediated moderated model, thus partial least squares structural 
equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was determined to be the best choice to analyze the hypotheses.  
Various demographics were controlled for, including age, gender, tenure, and experience.  PLS-
SEM emphasizes explaining the variances and Hair et al. (2017) mention that PLS-SEM is a 
good tool to use when “the goal is predicting key constructs,” which, in this research, is social 
enterprise creation.  In addition, the model presented is a multivariate model in which 
simultaneous analysis occurred of multiple variables and the relationship between the constructs, 
for which SEM lends itself well.  Hair et al. (2017) state “PLS-SEM is primarily used to develop 
theories in exploratory research.  It does this by focusing on explaining the variance in the 
dependent variables when examining the model” (p. 4).  According to Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt 
(2011), they concluded that “PLS-SEM path modeling, if appropriately applied, is indeed a 
“silver bullet” for estimating causal models in many theoretical models and empirical data 
situations” (p. 139).  
Ethics Related to Human Subject Participation  
 All responses from survey respondents were anonymized and none identified by name or 










CHAPTER 4 – RESULTS, DATA ANALYSIS, AND FINDINGS 
Data Analysis Introduction 
 Chapter 4 presents the results of this quantitative study wherein the primary purpose of 
the research was to identify if a relationship existed between an NFP CEO’s transformational 
leadership style and the creation of a social enterprise.  The study also investigated if a 
relationship existed between the transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and 
entrepreneurial behavior, as well as determining if the mediation of entrepreneurial behavior 
would be positively related to social enterprise creation.  Risk-taking propensity (RTP) was 
studied to determine if it would moderate the relationship between the transformational 
leadership style of an NFP CEO and social enterprise creation, such that transformational NFP 
CEOs that had a higher risk-taking propensity would be more likely to have created a social 
enterprise, compared to NFP CEOs that had a lower risk-taking propensity.  RTP was also 
studied to determine if it would significantly moderate the mediating effects of entrepreneurial 
behavior of the NFP CEO on the relationship between transformational leadership style of the 
NFP CEO and social enterprise creation. This moderated mediation effect was predicted to be 





The results of the dissertation were obtained using both SPSS analysis and Partial Least 
Squares-Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) analysis through SMARTPLS 3.0 (Ringle et 
al., 2015).   
The chapter is organized into five key sections.  The first section shares an introduction to 
the chapter with a review of the purpose of the study.  The second section discusses the sample 
population.  The third section includes the descriptive analysis and the assessment of the validity 
and reliability of the measurement model.  The fourth section shares the findings as related to the 
research questions and provides the findings regarding each hypothesis.  The fifth section 
concludes with a summary of the overall findings.   
Data Collection and Sampling Procedure 
The survey was conducted through the Qualtrics online survey platform and received 179 
completed surveys.  The data was reviewed to assure respondents had not straight-lined more 
than 80% of the questions and to assure the respondent answered all questions before the end of 
the survey.  A large portion of data was missing from 52 of the respondents, reducing the number 
of surveys used for analysis to 127.  The survey was not set up for forced responses, and in 
hindsight, it is believed that the final completed surveys would have resulted in a higher rate of 
full completion, had forced responses been implemented.   
The 127 number of fully completed surveys was a bit below the research goal of 150 final 
completed surveys, the minimum sample size recommended by Hair et al. (2017, p. 26) – with 
the power of 80%, significance level of 5%, and minimum R2 of 0.10 for the 9 relationships.  
However, the sampling size of 127 chief executive officers of NFPs meets the minimum sample 
size required for 90 respondents if following the “rule of 10” guideline for PLS-SEM, as 




respondents per measured variable and per relationship.  This model presented within this study 
had 9 total variables and hypothesized relationships.   
Respondent Demographic Data and NFP Specifics 
 Information was collected within the survey regarding the demographic profile of the 
respondents, as well as information regarding the NFP including size of budget, staff size, field 
of service, years in operation and social enterprise existence.   
CEO demographics and data.  All respondents resided in the United States.  The 
respondents confirmed that they were the top paid executive of an NFP.  They confirmed that 
their organization is a 501(c) not-for-profit corporation (as determined in the Internal Revenue 
Code for the designation of non-profit organizations).  The majority of the respondents were 
female, holding a Master’s or higher-level degree and having an annual salary over $100,000.00.  
Most were over 50 years of age and had been in their current CEO position 20 years or less.  
This is described in further detail in the following section and reflected in Table 2. 
The title held by the respondents reflected the majority are Chief Executive Officers 
(44.9%) and the second highest title held was Executive Director (42.5%).  Approximately 8% 
held the title of President, and 4.7% selected “other” and then indicated those titles included 
President and CEO, Founder and Director.   
Just under 38% of the respondents have been in their position as CEO for 1-5 years.  
Twenty-four percent responded they have been in their position as CEO of their NFP for 11-20 
years; followed by 20.5% for 6-10 years; 13.4% over 20 years; and 3.9% for less than 1 year.   
The youngest respondents were 33 years of age (as of their last birthday) and the oldest 




ages 40-49.  Seven percent were ages 30-39, and the final 5.5% of the respondents were ages 70-
79.   
Sixteen percent of the respondents were the founder of their NFP.  Thirty-seven percent 
of the respondents served as CEO at another NFP before the one they are at currently, and 57.9% 
of these respondents created a social enterprise under their leadership at the other NFP. 
 The large majority of the respondents were women (70.6%) with an annual salary over 
six figures.  One respondent did not identify their gender, so this individual was not reflected in 
the percentage breakdown.  Just under 40% of the respondents shared that their annual salary 
(including bonuses) fell into the $100,000 - $149,999 range, and 29.9% responded that their 
annual salary was over $150,000, of which 12.6% responded their annual salary was over 
$200,000.   
 Most of the respondents had a Bachelor’s degree or higher level of education with 46.5% 
holding a Master’s degree.  Thirteen percent have a Doctorate degree and 3.9% hold a 
Professional degree.  Only 1.6% had just undergraduate studies and/or no degree.  Complete 





Table 2.  
CEO Respondents’ Description 
  Number  Percentage 
NFP Job Title Chief Executive Officer 57 44.9% 
  Executive Director 54 42.5% 
  President 10 7.9% 
  Other  6 4.7% 
Time in Position Less than 1 year 5 3.9% 
  1-5 years 48 37.8% 
  6-10 years 26 20.5% 
  11-20 years 31 24.4% 
  Over 20 years 17 13.4% 
Founder of NFP No 107 84.1% 
  Yes 20 15.9 
Social Enterprise Start with Current CEO No 24 42.1% 
(57 out of 127 have a social enterprise) Yes 33 57.9% 
CEO of another NFP No 81 63.5% 
  Yes 46 36.5% 
Social Enterprise Started with Current CEO 
at former NFP 
  
No 3 21.4% 
Yes 11 78.6% 
*Age of Respondents 30-39 9 7.1% 
  40-49 25 19.7% 
  50-59 48 37.8% 
  60-69 38 29.9% 
  70-79 7 5.5% 
Gender** Male 37 29.4% 
  Female 89 70.6% 
Education** Associate Degree 3 2.4% 
  Undergraduate studies, no degree 2 1.6% 
  Bachelor's Degree 30 23.6% 
  Graduate Studies, no degree 11 8.7% 
  Master's Degree 59 46.5% 
  Professional Degree 5 3.9% 
  Doctorate Degree 16 12.5% 
Current Salary** Less than $29,999  4 3.10% 
  $30,000-$49,999 2 1.6% 
  $50,000-$74,999 13 10.2% 
  $75,000-$99,999 20 15.7% 
  $100,000-$149,999 49 38.6% 
  $150,000-$199,999 22 17.3% 
  $200,000 or higher 16 12.6% 
* Respondents’ actual age as of last birthday were grouped. **Counts reflect one respondent with missing data, so 




NFP data.  The majority of the NFPs represented had an annual expense budget of less 
than $5,000,000, were in the social/community services and/or healthcare field of service, had 50 
or fewer paid employees, and had been in operation over 10 years.  Just under half of the NFPs 
represented had a social enterprise in operation.  The detail regarding the NFP data follows and 
is reflected in Table 3.   
The responses regarding the annual approximate expense budget size reflected the 
majority of the NFPs having an annual expense budget between $1 million and $5 million 
(29.1%), followed by:  $5,000,001 to $15 million (17.3%); $200,001 - $500,000 (12.6%); 
$500,001 - $1 million (11.0%); Over $100 million (6.3%); $25 million - $50 million (4.7%); 
$10,001 - $50,000 (3.9%); $50,001 - $100,000 (3.9%); Under $10,000 (3.1%); $50,000,001 - 
$100,000,000 (2.4%); and $100,001 - $200,000 (2.4%).  
The NFPs primary field of service where the CE0 respondents worked had the majority 
(46.5%) in social/community services.  The “other” category was the next largest field of service 
of the NFPs (19.7%), followed by healthcare (16.5%); education (11.0%); and foundation 
(6.3%). The field of service described when the respondent checked “other” included the 
majority fitting into the healthcare or social/community services. 
 The majority of the respondents – 73.1% – are the CEO of an NFP that has 50 or fewer 
paid employees.  Sixteen percent responded that the NFP where they lead has between 50 and 
250 paid employees, and 12% of the NFPs have employees over 250. 
 Most of the NFPs represented have been in operation 11 years or more (84.3%), of which 
20.5% have been in operation over 50 years.  Sixteen percent have been in operation 10 years or 
less.  Respondents were asked if the NFP where they were currently serving as CEO had a social 




these respondents (57.9%) stated the social enterprise began under their leadership as the CEO.  
Just over 42% of the respondents that have a social enterprise at their NFP did not create that 
social enterprise.  When asked how they would rate the success of the current social enterprise, 
in terms of marketing exposure, profit, impact, etc., (the 57 that have a social enterprise at their 
NFP), the majority rated as good (42.1%); followed by excellent (26.3%); average (19.3%); poor 






 NFP Descriptions 
Variable Number   Percentages 
Field of Service Healthcare 21 16.5% 
  Social/Community Services 59 46.5% 
  Education 14 11.0% 
  Foundation 8 6.3% 
  Other 25 19.7% 
NFP has a Social Enterprise No 70 55.1% 
  Yes 57 44.9% 
Success of Social Enterprise Terrible 1 1.8% 





Poor 6 10.5% 
Average 11 19.3% 
Good 24 42.1% 
Excellent 15 26.3% 
Size of Annual Budget 
  
Under $10,000 4 3.1% 
$10,001-$50,000 5 3.9% 
$50,001-$100,000 5 3.9% 
$100,001-$200,000 3 2.4% 
$200,001-$500,000 16 12.6% 
$500,001-$1,000,000 14 11.0% 
$1,000,001 - $5,000,000 37 29.1% 
$5,000,001-$15,000,000 22 17.3% 
$15,000,001-$25,000,000 4 3.1% 
$25,000,001-$50,000,000 6 4.7% 
$50,000,001-$100,000,000 3 2.4% 
Over $100,000,001 8 6.3% 
Total Paid Employees Under 10 employees 45 35.4% 
  10-25 employees 28 22.0% 
  26-50 employees 20 15.7% 
  51-75 employees 3 2.4% 
  76-100 employees 6 4.7% 
  101-250 employees 11 8.7% 
  251-500 employees 9 7.1% 
  Over 500 employees 5 3.9% 
Years in Operation Less than 5 years 10 7.9% 
  6-10 years 10 7.9% 
  11-20 years 18 14.2% 
  21-30 years 24 18.9% 
  31-50 years 39 30.7% 
  51-75 years 17 13.4% 





 Every question within the survey was reviewed individually.  All 127 responses were 
uploaded into both SMART-PLS 3.0 software (Ringle et al., 2015) and into SPSS version 27 
software.  SPSS was used to examine sample descriptives and to review the normality of 
distribution (skewness and kurtosis measures), as well as construct means and standard 
deviations.  One question within the NFP social enterprise creation measure needed to be reverse 
coded and several of the risk-taking propensity questions were not able to be used in final 
analysis as they skewed results as they focused on risk-taking behavior that appeared to be 
viewed as unethical.  This is detailed later in this chapter and the final risk-taking propensity 
questions included in analysis are shown in Table 4. 
 The kurtosis values indicated that the data was not perfectly normal.  The general 
guideline for skewness which assesses the extent to which each variable’s distribution is 
symmetrical, is that if the skewness number is greater than +1 or lower than -1, that is an 
indication of a substantially skewed distribution.  For kurtosis, if the number is greater than +1 
the distribution is too peaked and if less than -1, the distribution is too flat (Hair et al., 2017).  As 
shown in Table 4, the majority of the scales did contain indicators with normally distributed data 
with acceptable skewness and kurtosis values.  However, in looking at the symmetry within the 
data when plotted (skewness), there was a highly skewed distribution (less than -1 or greater than 
+1) noted in approximately 20% of the variable indicators; and just above 15% of the 
distributions exhibited kurtosis that exceeded the guidelines and are considered nonnormal (Hair 
et al., 2017, p. 61).  As PLS-SEM is a nonparametric statistical method, it does not require data 
to be normally distributed, bur according to Hair et al. (2017), it is important to verify that the 




 The results of the skewness and kurtosis analysis confirmed that just under 80% of the 
indicators reflected kurtosis and skewness within the recommended threshold as displayed in 
Table 4.   
Table 4. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Kurtosis Skewness 
SESEff1 3.661 4 1.138 -0.812 -0.373 
SESEff2 3.386 3 1.02 -0.465 -0.069 
SESEff3 3.48 3 1.049 -0.561 -0.237 
SESEff4 3.378 4 1.143 -0.799 -0.304 
SESEff5 3.228 3 1.036 -0.619 -0.043 
SESEff6 3.291 3 0.989 -0.632 -0.072 
SESEff7 2.819 3 1.213 -0.975 0.247 
SESEff8 3.701 4 1.037 -0.886 -0.314 
SESEff9 3.693 4 1.083 -1.019 -0.339 
SESEff10 3.614 4 1.065 -1.038 -0.204 
SECr1 3.496 4 1.402 -0.891 -0.607 
SECr2 3.228 3 1.543 -1.451 -0.247 
SECr3 3.307 4 1.509 -1.301 -0.452 
SECr4 2.701 3 1.589 -1.498 0.277 
SECr5 3.386 4 1.547 -1.304 -0.487 
SECr6 2.63 2 1.687 -1.598 0.35 
SECr7 2.236 1 1.487 -0.926 0.778 
SECr7R 3.764 5 1.487 -0.926 -0.778 
TransL1 4.079 4 0.77 1.851 -0.976 
TransL2 4.213 4 0.8 0.377 -0.873 
TransL3 4.504 5 0.587 -0.434 -0.725 
TransL4 4.63 5 0.499 -1.001 -0.736 
TransL5 4.244 4 0.839 2.619 -1.38 
TransL6 4.575 5 0.554 -0.286 -0.862 
TransL7 4.567 5 0.635 1.588 -1.376 
TransL8 3.961 4 0.778 -0.359 -0.338 
TransL9 4.654 5 0.508 -0.182 -1.014 
TransL10 4.646 5 0.478 -1.646 -0.616 
TransL11 4.378 4 0.627 5.126 -1.276 
TransL12 4.85 5 0.398 7.122 -2.713 
TransL13 4.252 4 0.698 -0.285 -0.535 






Variable Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Kurtosis Skewness 
TransL15 4.528 5 0.625 1.253 -1.181 
TransL16 4.213 4 0.683 -0.857 -0.3 
TransL17 4.331 4 0.641 -0.679 -0.433 
TransL18 4.205 4 0.703 0.189 -0.588 
TransL19 4.583 5 0.581 0.147 -1.059 
TransL20 4.606 5 0.535 -0.283 -0.905 
AttEB1 4.528 5 0.685 0.916 -1.289 
AttEB2 4.244 4 0.876 1.291 -1.212 
AttEB3 4.827 5 0.488 11.924 -3.276 
AttEB4 2.819 3 0.934 -0.178 -0.215 
AttEB5 4.575 5 0.554 -0.286 -0.862 
AttEB6 3.094 3 1.132 -0.535 -0.089 
AttEBD1 4.302 4 0.713 -0.289 -0.657 
AttEBD2 4.389 5 0.721 0.572 -1.008 
AttEBD3 4.675 5 0.545 1.284 -1.476 
AttEBD4 3.683 4 0.953 0.469 -0.701 
AttEBD5 4.19 4 0.707 0.119 -0.567 
AttEBD6 4.056 4 0.881 0.922 -0.879 
RTP1 4.46 4 0.556 -0.836 -0.396 
RTP2 3.198 3.2 1.501 -1.439 -0.203 
RTP3 1.444 1 0.883 2.712 1.974 
RTP4 3.706 4 1.102 -0.196 -0.787 
RTP5 1.667 1 0.98 1.668 1.529 
RTP6 1.341 1 0.629 2.996 1.868 
RTP7 3.706 4 0.888 0.475 -0.747 
RTP8 1.278 1 0.77 8.693 3.031 
RTP9 1.278 1 0.672 8.348 2.751 
RTP10 1.103 1 0.328 11.159 3.309 
RTP11 1.913 1 1.177 -0.515 0.992 
RTP12 2.238 2 1.206 -0.567 0.727 
RTP13 2.667 2 1.501 -1.497 0.218 
RTP14 1.246 1 0.672 8.196 2.959 
RTP15 1.69 1 1.146 1.352 1.585 
RTP16 1.508 1 0.74 2.299 1.567 
RTP17 1.437 1 0.909 4.766 2.322 
RTP18 2.802 3 1.184 -1.062 -0.039 






Variable Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Kurtosis Skewness 
RTP20 1.19 1 0.585 14.76 3.758 
RTP21 4.476 5 0.801 5.53 -2.11 
RTP22 4.143 4 0.885 1.847 -1.254 
RTP23 2.706 2.71 1.358 -1.343 0.148 
RTP24 1.675 1 1.163 1.033 1.546 
RTP25 2.183 2 1.348 -0.997 0.696 
RTP26 2.278 2 1.234 -1.158 0.472 
RTP27 3.421 4 1.427 -1.164 -0.496 
RTP28 4.111 4 0.982 1.137 -1.187 
RTP29 1.516 1 0.954 2.29 1.829 
RTP30 1.214 1 0.717 18.386 4.198 
 
Review and evaluation of PLS-SEM results occur through a systematic process, allowing 
the researcher to generate empirical measures of the relationships between the indicators and the 
constructs (measurement models), as well as between the constructs (structural model).  Hair et 
al. (2017) state that “the empirical measures enable us to compare the theoretically established 
measurement and structural models with reality, as represented by the sample data” (p. 105). 
Assessment of the Measurement Model in PLS Analysis 
 The validation of the reflective measurement model was assessed through reviewing its 
internal consistency, convergent validity and discriminant validity.  
  Internal consistency and convergent validity.  Internal consistency is assessed through 
examining the Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability.  Although Hair et al. (2014) state that 
Cronbach’s alpha may underestimate internal consistency, it is still recommended for assessment 
for both internal consistency and internal reliability within PLS-SEM analysis.  Table 5 reflects 




the minimum of 0.70, with one exception, Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior, the 
mediator which has a Cronbach’s Alpha value at 0.699, right under the minimum.  
Transformational Leadership Style reflects a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.860; Risk-Taking Propensity 
shows a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.747 and Social Enterprise Creation reflect a Cronbach’s alpha at 
.915, which is just over the value between 0.70 and 0.90, and is considered acceptable in 
exploratory research.  Values above 0.95 are considered undesirable because they indicate that 
all the indicator variables are measuring the same phenomenon (Hair et al., 2017, p. 112). 
These Cronbach’s alpha results support that the items in the scales and measures are 
consistently measuring the same concept and have the same range and meaning (Hair et al., 
2014; Cronbach, 1971).   
Composite reliability is also examined in the assessment of internal reliability.  All 
constructs Composite reliability values fell into a level not exceeding the upper level of 0.95 as 
reflected in Table 5.   
The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for each construct was also assessed to study the 
quality criteria of the baseline model to establish convergent validity.  Only one construct – 
Social Enterprise Creation - was above the key value of 0.50, which indicates that the majority of 
the variance of the indicators are explained by the Social Enterprise Creation construct.  
Interesting that the three validated scales (Transformational Leadership; Attitude towards 
Entrepreneurial Behavior; and Risk-Taking Propensity) all fall below the key value of 0.50, 
indicating the variance of their indicators are not explained by these constructs.  These results are 

















Attitude towards Entrepreneurial 
Behavior 0.70 0.76 0.24 
Risk-Taking Propensity 0.75 0.79 0.28 
Social Enterprise Creation 0.92 0.93 0.67 
Transformational Leadership Style 0.86 0.88 0.28 
 
Discriminant validity.  Discriminant validity was assessed to examine the extent to 
which each construct is distinct from the other constructs by empirical standards.  The approach 
taken to assess the discriminant validity of the indicators within this research as recommended by 
Hair et al. (2017), is through study of the cross-loadings.  “An indicator’s outer loading on the 
associated construct should be greater than any of its cross-loadings (i.e., its correlations) on 
other constructs” (Hair et al., 2017, p. 115).  Table 6 displays the cross-loadings.  The standard 
rule that an item (row) should be higher in its own constructs (column) than in other constructs 
(columns).   
 Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior had four items (out of 12) that had poor 
loadings (see bolded numbers in Table 6).  The Risk-Taking Propensity scale had the highest 
number of poorly cross-loaded items (13 out of 30).  These items had loading factors well below 
0.300 and in some cases, well below 0.100.  These items with poor loadings are shown in bolded 
font in Table 6.  Because of their poor loading, they were removed from the analysis of the 
structural model.  All other constructs exhibited satisfactory discriminant validity. 
 The Risk-Taking Propensity scale requires explanation for its poor performance.  There 




could be considered unethical behavior (i.e., the likelihood the respondent would “have an affair 
with a married man/woman”), and even a couple that included illegal behavior (i.e., the 
likelihood the respondent would “take some questionable deductions on your income tax 
return”).  Also, there were several questions measuring risk-taking propensity in the area of 
sports, such as asking the likelihood the respondent would engage in “piloting a small plane,” or 
“bungee jumping off a tall bridge.”  One respondent sent an email sharing concerns about 
questions that a person with disabilities would not be able to consider, and expressed 
disappointment with the questions.  Although many of the questions were taken out with the final 
analysis due to poor discriminant and convergent validity, it appeared that numerous respondents 
stopped completion of the survey during these risk-taking propensity measures, which resulted in 
a reduction of respondents included in the analysis.  This is research that could be conducted in 
future using a different risk-taking scale, or modifying the scale to measure more effectively 
risk-taking propensity without including the ethical risk-taking, or the sports risk-taking, 
questions.  Table 6 displays the cross-loadings. 
Table 6. 
Cross Loadings of Constructs 








AttEB1 0.454 0.145 0.121 0.169 
AttEB2 0.655 0.229 0.231 0.335 
AttEB3 0.541 0.058 0.053 0.269 
AttEB4 0.120 -0.022 0.090 0.049 
AttEB5 0.380 -0.026 0.012 0.094 
AttEB6 0.259 0.139 0.047 0.098 
AttEBD1 0.517 0.030 0.032 0.293 
AttEBD2 0.730 0.254 0.326 0.516 
AttEBD3 0.584 0.237 0.066 0.405 
AttEBD4 0.258 -0.057 -0.086 0.163 





Cross Loadings of Constructs 








AttEBD6 0.240 -0.005 -0.159 0.103 
RTP1 0.311 0.099 0.054 0.251 
RTP2 0.082 0.298 0.013 -0.058 
RTP3 0.024 -0.055 -0.011 0.008 
RTP4 0.068 0.151 -0.005 0.080 
RTP5 -0.077 -0.332 -0.139 -0.128 
RTP6 0.135 -0.198 -0.033 0.022 
RTP7 0.303 0.025 0.002 0.179 
RTP8 0.116 -0.114 -0.003 0.035 
RTP9 0.053 -0.297 -0.144 0.029 
RTP10 -0.145 -0.338 -0.104 -0.126 
RTP11 0.107 0.510 0.142 -0.096 
RTP12 0.020 0.294 0.020 0.040 
RTP13 -0.068 0.199 -0.076 -0.101 
RTP14 -0.021 0.205 0.061 -0.032 
RTP15 0.060 -0.139 -0.054 -0.006 
RTP16 -0.092 -0.399 -0.177 -0.125 
RTP17 0.048 0.207 0.057 0.090 
RTP18 0.256 0.607 0.256 0.201 
RTP19 0.065 0.433 0.107 0.041 
RTP20 0.008 0.384 0.128 0.104 
RTP21 0.103 0.131 0.042 0.050 
RTP22 0.100 -0.016 -0.014 0.089 
RTP23 -0.017 0.254 0.147 0.020 
RTP24 -0.002 0.375 0.011 -0.015 
RTP25 0.128 0.549 0.124 0.070 
RTP26 -0.088 0.060 -0.045 -0.100 
RTP27 0.116 0.185 0.080 -0.006 
RTP28 0.154 0.168 0.060 0.245 
RTP29 0.034 0.148 0.006 0.061 
RTP30 -0.033 -0.229 0.006 -0.055 
SECr1 0.210 0.378 0.719 0.199 
SECr2 0.254 0.302 0.892 0.284 
SECr3 0.254 0.344 0.868 0.286 
SECr4 0.296 0.297 0.862 0.320 
SECr5 0.264 0.300 0.873 0.283 





Cross Loadings of Constructs 








SECr7 -0.137 -0.252 -0.682 -0.163 
B6 0.114 0.303 0.623 0.157 
TransL1 0.173 0.104 0.154 0.402 
TransL2 0.195 0.146 0.105 0.333 
TransL3 0.249 0.084 0.182 0.561 
TransL4 0.285 0.151 0.187 0.545 
TransL5 0.115 -0.05 -0.011 0.378 
TransL6 0.380 0.165 0.255 0.576 
TransL7 0.402 0.148 0.221 0.497 
TransL8 0.279 0.254 0.185 0.569 
TransL9 0.334 0.085 0.083 0.573 
TransL10 0.255 0.049 0.098 0.418 
TransL11 0.269 0.106 0.129 0.471 
TransL12 0.250 0.029 -0.016 0.403 
TransL13 0.242 0.077 0.104 0.429 
TransL14 0.397 0.156 0.239 0.623 
TransL15 0.260 0.016 0.056 0.552 
TransL16 0.325 0.129 0.294 0.628 
TransL17 0.265 0.175 0.241 0.595 
TransL18 0.323 0.224 0.218 0.602 
TransL19 0.430 0.097 0.175 0.636 
TransL20 0.378 0.092 0.158 0.590 
*Bold items represent those with poor loadings. 
The Heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) of the correlations was also assessed to examine 
discriminant validity, as proposed by Henseler et al. (2015).  HTMT is the mean of all 
correlations of indicators across the constructs measuring different constructs (the heterotrait-
heteromethod correlations) relative to the mean of the average correlations of indicators 
measuring the same construct; basically, an estimate of what the true correlations between two 
constructs would be, if they were perfectly reliable (Hair et al., 2017, p. 118).  The threshold for 




of discriminant validity.  As reflected in Table 7, all are showing HTMT values well below the 













EB -       
Risk Taking 
Propensity 0.354 -     
Social Enterprise 
Creation 0.329 0.229 -   
Transformational 
Leadership  0.669 0.311 0.346 - 
 
Assessment of the Structural Model Results (Inner Model) 
 The assessment of the PLS-SEM structural model results occurred through reviewing the 
structural model for collinearity issues; studying the significance and relevance of the structural 
model relationships by assessing the level of R2; reviewing the predictive relevance Q2, and; 
determining the f2 effect size.    
 The examination of the model occurs through first studying only the direct relationships 
in the model as an unmediated model.  The second examination studies the model with Attitude 
towards Entrepreneurial Behavior as a mediator, exploring the full PLS path model.  Finally, the 
full model is explored through a multigroup analysis to examine the Risk-Taking Propensity 
variable as a moderator.  All structural models analyzed followed guidelines for PLS in the 
examination of the internal model for coefficients of determination (R2), predictive relevance 




analysis reflected within chapter 4 were derived through running the PLS algorithm in the 
SMARTPLS software, and through bootstrapping and the blindfolding process.   
Collinearity.   In the assessment of collinearity, each set of predictor constructs was 
examined separately for each sub portion of the overall structural model.  The tolerance (TOL) 
was computed to determine the amount of variance of one formative indicator not explained by 
the other indicators in the same block.  A related measure of collinearity is the variance inflation 
factor (VIF) which is the degree to which the standard error has been increased due to the 
presence of collinearity (Hair et al., 2017, p. 143).  Per Hair et al. (2011), a tolerance value of 
0.20 or lower and a VIF value of 5 and higher indicate a potential collinearity problem.  Table 8 
shows that the VIF value (inner model) is well below 5 and all at 1 and below 2. 
Table 8. 
Inner VIF Values 









Attitude towards EB     1.563   
Risk Taking 
Propensity     1.061   
Social Enterprise 
Creation         
Transformational 
Leadership  1.000   1.533   
 
 Assessment of the model direct relationships.  In evaluating the coefficients of 
determination (R2) for the direct relationship model (unmediated), the criteria followed describes 
.25 as a weakly explained variance, .50 as a variance moderately explained, and .75 as a strongly 




The path model shown in Figure 3 displays only the direct relationships between 
Transformational Leadership Style and Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior and the 
relationship between Transformational Leadership Style and Social Enterprise Creation.  The 
associated R2 for the relationship between Transformational Leadership and Attitude towards 
Entrepreneurial Behavior shows the R2 at .332 and the path coefficient as 0.576.  The R2 for the 
relationship between Transformational Leadership and Social Enterprise Creation was 0.106 and 









Stone-Geisser’s Q2 value was also reviewed as a criterion of predictive relevance in 
examining the path model with direct relationships only.  Stone-Geisser’s Q2 value represents an 
evaluation criterion for the cross-validated predictive relevance of the PLS path model (Stone, 
1974; Geisser, 1974).  This was produced through using the blindfolding sample re-use 
technique which provided the Q2 value of the latent variables in the PLS path model.  When the 
PLS path model shows predictive relevance, it predicts well the data points of indicators.  If the 
Q2 value is larger than 0 for the variable, this indicates the PLS path model has predictive 
Social Enterprise Creation Transformational Leadership Style 
0.326 [+] [+] 
0.576 
[+] 
Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior 
R2   0.332 
R2 0.106 




relevance for that construct (Hair et al., 2017).  The Q2 values are above 0 for both latent 
variables; Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior was calculated as 0.06 and Social 
Enterprise Creation had a value of 0.07 when examining the direct relationships of each 
construct with Transformational Leadership Style.  The Q2 values are depicted in Table 9. 
Table 9 
Construct Cross-Validated Redundancy (Q2) 
 SSO SSE Q² (=1-SSE/SSO) 
Attitude towards EB 1524 1431.22 0.06 
Social Enterprise Creation 889 831.59 0.07 
Transformational Leadership  2540 2540.00   
 
 When reviewing the predictive value after bootstrapping, the R2 values presented, along 
with the Q2 values for the direct relationships show both relationships as having predictive 
validity in this path model. 
Effect size f2 assessment on direct relationships.  The effect sizes (f2) are classified as 
.02 (small); .15 (medium); and .35 (large).  The only effect size that would classify as large is the 
influence of Transformational Leadership Style on Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior 
which is f2 = 0.497.  The influence of Transformational Leadership Style on Social Enterprise 
Creation had just under a medium effect size at f2 = 0.119.   
Full model including mediation.  An exploration of the complete path model with 
mediation was explored to validate Hypotheses 1 through 4.  
Coefficients of Determination (R2) and Predictive Relevance (Q2).  When studying the 
R2 with the full mediated model, the associated R2 for the relationship between Transformational 
Leadership and Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior shows the R2 at .335 and the path 




without mediation.  The path coefficient associated for the relationship between Attitude towards 
Entrepreneurial Behavior and Social Enterprise Creation was 0.149.  The associated R2 for the 
relationship between Transformational Leadership and Social Enterprise Creation calculated at 
0.121 and the path coefficient at .240, below the threshold to demonstrate weak explained 
variance.   
Blindfolding was performed to arrive at a Q2 value per variable.  The results showed a 
value of 0.061 for Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior and a higher predictive value at 
0.074 as compared to the direct model (Q2 = 0.065) for Social Enterprise Creation when 
examining the relationships of each with Transformational Leadership Style.  The Q2 values are 
depicted in Table 10. 
Table 10. 
Construct Cross-Validated Redundancy-Predictive Relevance Full Model (Q2) 
 SSO SSE Q² (=1-SSE/SSO) 
Attitude towards EB 1524 1431.56 0.061 
Social Enterprise Creation 889 823.45 0.074 
Transformational Leadership  2540 2540.00   
 
Effect size f2 assessment on full model.  The effect sizes (f2) changed only slightly with 
the mediated full model.  The only effect size that would classify as large (.35) is the influence of 
Transformational Leadership Style on Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior which is f2 = 
0.504, which is stronger than the f2 = 0.497 in the unmediated model.  The influence of 
Transformational Leadership Style on Social Enterprise Creation had just above a small effect 
size at f2 = 0.044, lower and weaker than the f2 = 0.119 in the unmediated model.  The effect size 
had just under a small effect with the f2 = 0.017 for the influence of Attitude towards 




Significance of path coefficients.  The path coefficients are reflected below in Figure 4 
with the p-value for each.  The p-value provides a measure of the probability that an observed 
difference may have occurred by chance.  The smaller the p-value, the greater the statistical 
significance of the observed difference.  The p-value approach uses the calculated probability to 
determine if there is evidence to reject the null hypothesis (that no statistical significance exists 
in the set of given observation).  The smaller p-value shows stronger evidence in favor of the 
alternative hypothesis.  The p-values are considered significant if less than 0.05, and highly 
significant if the p-value is less than 0.001.   
As shown in Figure 5, the p-value is statistically significant for positive relationship 
between Transformational Leadership Style to Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior (β = 
.579, t = 13.53, p < 0.00), in support of H1.  Recall that H2 predicted that the Attitude towards 
Entrepreneurial Behavior of an NFP CEO will be positively related to social enterprise creation. 
This hypothesis is not supported, as the relationship between Attitude towards Entrepreneurial 
Behavior and Social Enterprise Creation is not statistically significant at (β = .149, t = 845, p < 
0.199). 
In support of H3, the p-value for the positive relationship between Transformational 
Leadership Style and Social Enterprise Creation is statistically significant at β = .240, t = 2.25, p 
< 0.01. 
H4 predicted the mediation effects of Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior of an 
NFP CEO on the relationship between transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and 
social enterprise creation.  This hypothesis is not supported, as the specific indirect effects of this 




























Risk-Taking propensity moderation (H5 and H6) multi-group analysis.  H5 predicted that 
risk-taking propensity would moderate the relationship between transformational leadership style 
of an NFP CEO and social enterprise creation.  In order to explore the moderating effects of risk-
taking propensity, a multigroup analysis was performed.  Specifically, this analysis examined the 
moderating effects of Risk-Taking Propensity on the relationship between Transformational 
Leadership Style and Social Enterprise Creation.  The analysis showed that H5 was partially 
supported as CEOs who were high in risk-taking propensity produced a positive and statistically 
significant path from Transformational Leadership Style to Social Enterprise Creation, (β = .991, 
t = 5.92, p < 0.00).  However, CEOs who were low in risk-taking propensity, produced a 
negative and statistically insignificant path from Transformational Leadership Style to Social 
Enterprise Creation (β = -.222, t = 1.714, p < 0.09).  Figure 5 reflects the full path model which 
[+] [+] 






0.579 (p < 0.000) 
0.240 (p < 0.012) 
R2   0.335 
R 2 = 0.121 
0.149 (p < 0.108) 
0.070 (p < 0.264) 




includes the Risk-Taking Propensity moderator and the p-values and path coefficients for the 
relationships.  The multigroup analysis values are listed in Table 11. 
    
  
 
H6 predicted that Risk-Taking Propensity would moderate the mediating effects of 
Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior on the relationship between Transformational 
Leadership Style and Social Enterprise Creation. To examine this relationship, the specific 
indirect effects of the multigroup analysis were studied. In support of H6, the mediating effects 
of Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior on the influence of Transformational Leadership 
Style to Social Enterprise Creation was positive and statistically significant for CEOs low in Risk 
Taking Propensity, (β = .302, t = 3.476, p < 0.001); however, CEOs high in Risk Taking 
Propensity revealed a negative path coefficient for the mediating effects and was statistically 
significant (β = -.321, t = 2.241, p < 0.025).  Table 11 summarizes the results of the hypotheses 










0.618 (p < 0.000) 
0.234 (p < 0.01) 




High RTP:   .991 (p < 0.00) 
Low RTP:  -.222 (p < 0.09) 
High RTP:  -.321 (p < 0.025) 
Low RTP:   .302 (p < 0.001) 0.070 (p < 0.264) 





Summary of Hypotheses Findings 
 Prediction Path Coefficient Supported 
H1 
Transformational leadership style of an 
NFP CEO will be positively related to 
entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP 
CEO. 




 Entrepreneurial behavior of an NFP 
CEO will be positively related to social 
enterprise creation.  




Transformational leadership style of an 
NFP CEO will be positively related to 
social enterprise creation.  





Entrepreneurial behavior of an NFP 
CEO will mediate the positive 
relationship between transformational 
leadership style of the NFP CEO and 
social enterprise creation. β = .070, t = 1.12, p < 0.264 
No 
H5 
Risk-taking propensity will moderate 
the relationship between 
transformational leadership style of an 
NFP CEO and social enterprise 
creation 
Low RTP: (β = -.222, t = 1.714, p 
< 0.09) High RTP: (β = .991, t = 
5.92, p < 0.00)  
Partially 
H6 
Risk-taking propensity of the NFP 
CEO will moderate the mediating 
effects of entrepreneurial behavior of 
the NFP CEO on the positive 
relationship between transformational 
leadership style of the NFP CEO and 
social enterprise creation 
Low RTP: (β = .302, t = 3.476, p < 
0.001) High RTP: (β = -.321, t = 
2.241, p < 0.025) 
Yes 
 
Post Hoc Analysis 
In addition to considering the creation of a social enterprise as the primary dependent 
variable, a post hoc analysis was run with Social Enterprise Creation Efficacy as the dependent 
variable. This was done because Social Enterprise Creation is not a validated scale found in the 
literature, and to use a dichotomous variable (e.g., yes or no) for the creation doesn’t aptly 




the primary research questions for this dissertation was to explore “Do risk-taking traits 
influence entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP CEO and increase the idea generation that leads to 
a social enterprise being created?” In answering this question, the Social Enterprise Creation 
scale captures creation and idea generation. The efficacy scale studied in this post hoc analysis 
examines the CEO’s confidence that they can create a social enterprise.  Specifically, the scale 
measures the participants’ perceptions of their ability to perform many of the instrumental 
functions within each stage of the social enterprise creation life cycle. This is important to study 
as previous studies in entrepreneurship have shown that efficacy is a strong indicator of an 
individual’s propensity to start a new business (Cox et. al., 2002). This line of thinking is 
adopted here in this analysis. The results of the analysis were repeated using Social Enterprise 












Risk-Taking propensity moderation multi-group analysis.  In order to explore the 










0.563 (p < .000) 
0.244 (p < 0.008) 
0.267 (p < 0.009) 
R2   0.317 
R2   0.203 




before, but with Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy as the dependent variable.  Figure 7 displays the 
full moderated model with Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy as the dependent variable. 
 
The Impact of Transformational Leadership on Social Enterprise Efficacy 
The post hoc analysis results are reflected in Table 12 with the impact on the hypotheses 
if they had included Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy as the dependent variable. 
Table 12 
Summary of Post Hoc Analysis Findings 
 Prediction Path Coefficient Supported 
H1 
Transformational leadership style of an 
NFP CEO will be positively related to 
entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP 
CEO. 
β = .600, t = 11.791, p < 0.000 Yes 
H2 
 Entrepreneurial behavior of an NFP 
CEO will be positively related to social 
enterprise creation efficacy.  










0.564 (p < 0.000) 
0.227 (p < 0.007) 




High RTP:   .358 (p < 0.900) 
Low RTP:  -0.0061 (p < 0.09) 
High RTP:  0.014 (p < 0.909) 
Low RTP:  .358 (p < 0.000) 
0.137 (p < 0.019) 





Summary of Post Hoc Analysis Findings 
 Prediction Path Coefficient Supported 
H3 
Transformational leadership style of an 
NFP CEO will be positively related to 
social enterprise creation efficacy.  
β = .226, t = 2.452, p < 0.007 Yes 
H4 
Entrepreneurial behavior of an NFP 
CEO will mediate the positive 
relationship between transformational 
leadership style of the NFP CEO and 
social enterprise creation efficacy. 
β = .137, t = 2.35, p < 0.019 Yes 
H5 
Risk-taking propensity will moderate 
the relationship between 
transformational leadership style of an 
NFP CEO and social enterprise creation 
efficacy. 
Low RTP: (β = -.0.006, t = 0.125, 
p < 0.900) High RTP: (β = .358, t = 
2.57, p < 0.01)  
Partially 
H6 
Risk-taking propensity of the NFP CEO 
will moderate the mediating effects of 
entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP 
CEO on the positive relationship 
between transformational leadership 
style of the NFP CEO and social 
enterprise creation efficacy. 
Low RTP: (β = .358, t = 3.679, p < 
0.000) High RTP: (β = 0.014, t = 
0.114, p < 0.909) 
Partially 
 










CHAPTER 5 – CONCLUSION 
This chapter offers a discussion of the analysis and findings presented in chapter 4.  The 
chapter begins by revisiting the study’s purpose and research questions.  This is followed by a 
general discussion of the hypotheses and managerial implications.  The chapter concludes with 
study limitations and potential avenues for further research. 
The extant literature provides evidence that NFPs are financially challenged and in a state 
of fragility, especially with the COVID pandemic impact to their services and programs (e.g., 
Morris et. al., 2018; ANCOR, 2020; Smith & Thorn, 2020; and Edythe Bush Institute, 2020).  It 
is apparent that NFPs need to identify alternative revenue sources from the traditional 
philanthropic and governmental support many appear to still be relying on.  In order for an NFP 
to move from that traditional reliance of support, it is evident from leadership studies that a CEO 
with a transformational leadership style can be the driver of change that can lead to innovation 
and creation of social enterprises that can generate unrestricted revenues to allow the NFP to not 
only survive, but to thrive (e.g., Young, 1983, 2003; Sosik et al., 1998, 1999; Elkins & Keller, 
2003; Shafique & Kalyar, 2018).   
 This study, therefore, examined the NFP CEO and their degree of transformational 
leadership style and its impact on entrepreneurial behaviors and their ability to create programs, 




lead.  Risk-Taking Propensity was predicted to moderate the leadership style of the NFP CEOs 
on the creation of a social enterprise.   
General Discussion 
Recall from chapter one, that one of the first two research questions in the dissertation 
asked if NFP CEOs with a transformational leadership style were more likely to demonstrate 
entrepreneurial behavior.  The results from the analysis reflect that there is a significant positive 
relationship between the NFP CEO’s transformational leadership style and entrepreneurial 
behavior (H1).  This is consistent with studies that have shown that a leader’s transformational 
leadership style can lead to entrepreneurial behavior and promote higher levels of organizational 
effectiveness (e.g., Taylor et al., 2014; Bass & Riggio, 2014; Blane, 2017; Sharma, 2017; Dobbs 
& Walker, 2010; Bass & Bass, 2008; House & Aditya, 1997).   
Although there is a significant positive relationship between Transformational Leadership 
Style of the NFP CEO and Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior (H1), the relationship 
between Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior and Social Enterprise Creation was not 
significant, and H2 was not supported.  This might be explained by the idea that the pathway 
between the variables must be facilitated or based on another variable.  That is, other factors 
beyond entrepreneurial behavior will influence the creation of a social enterprise for 
transformational leaders within an NFP.  Factors such as innovativeness, commitment to the 
NFP, or other personality driven variables (e.g., risk-taking) may be instrumental in 
understanding the relationship of these two variables, properly; and determining how a CEO’s 
leadership style may or may not lead him or her to the creation of a social enterprise. 
Another research question presented in this study, asked “What is the influence of a 




Support for this question was found in the statistical support for H3, which predicted the direct 
influence of transformational leadership style on the creation of a social enterprise.  Research 
indicates, transformational leadership can be learned (e.g., Anthony, 2012; Collins, 2001; Dyer et 
al., 2011), and the results from this study indicate that NFP CEOs with a transformational 
leadership style will have a higher level of innovative/entrepreneurial behavior and are likely to 
identify earned income opportunities and to create social enterprises.  As a result, NFP boards 
and staff leadership can hone their leadership style to move toward creating diversified, recurring 
and sustainable revenues. 
These results indicate that although the NFP CEO with a transformational leadership 
style is more likely to have a more positive attitude towards entrepreneurial behavior (H1), and 
more likely to create a social enterprise (H3), an NFP CEO’s attitude towards entrepreneurial 
behavior does not directly increase the likelihood that the NFP CEO will create a social 
enterprise.  That is, the attitude is more related to the ability to be entrepreneurial versus the act 
of creating a social enterprise directly.  Together, the findings from this research supporting H1 
and H3 are consistent with the results found in numerous studies that were included in Chapter 2 
(e.g., Schwarz, 1991; Sosik et al., 1998, 1999; Jung et al., 2003; Elkins & Keller, 2003), namely 
that NFP CEOs with a transformational leadership style will exhibit entrepreneurial behavior 
which can lead the organization to be more innovative and achieve higher levels of 
organizational success.  Organization success in the context of the current research is defined as 
the creation of a social enterprise, which allows the NFP to reduce its reliance on donations and 
generate more earned revenue. 
Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior was predicted to mediate the positive 




Enterprise Creation (H4).  The analysis did not support this hypothesis.  This suggests that there 
are several outcomes of transformational leadership that may occur in the absence of a mediating 
variable, such is the case here. 
The third research question addressed the influence of Risk-Taking Propensity for NFP 
CEOs on their Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior and Social Enterprise Creation.  
Inherent in this question, is that risk-taking propensity can increase the number of ideas 
generated, which in turn, can increase the likelihood of a social enterprise being created.  The 
hypotheses related to this question were partially supported and are discussed further as H5 and 
H6 are reviewed. 
Results for H5 reflected only partial support.  This hypothesis proposed that Risk-Taking 
Propensity would moderate the relationship between Transformational Leadership Style of an 
NFP CEO and Social Enterprise Creation.  The analysis was completed with both high and low 
risk-taking groups.  The high risk-taking propensity group analysis reflected significant support 
for H5.  However, the low-risk-taking group results did not support H5.  This provides evidence 
that the NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style who has high risk-taking propensity, 
is more likely to create a social enterprise, and the NFP CEO with a low risk-taking propensity is 
not.  High risk-taking propensity may increase the courage for the NFP CEO to inspire board 
members to support an initial idea for social enterprise and to lead and inspire both board 
members and staff of an NFP to bring the idea into fruition with the implementation of a social 
enterprise within the NFP.  With successful social enterprises created within the NFPs that are so 
critical to our communities, all of society benefits and the definition that one author gives about 
social enterprise, businesses are created that “make the world a better place-a business for the 




H6, which was fully supported, predicted that risk-taking propensity of the NFP CEO 
would moderate the mediating effects of entrepreneurial behavior of the NFP CEO on the 
positive relationship between transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and social 
enterprise creation.  This finding supports the idea that risk-taking is both a desirable and a 
positive trait in NFP CEOs that desire to create social enterprises.  In line with this, Cohen and 
Sahlman (2013) state that “The social sector needs to take more risk and accept failure.”  They 
discuss how in private industry, there is an approximate 50% failure rate with new ventures, and 
that many enterprising individuals have created businesses that failed “only to rebound to great 
success” (Cohen & Sahlman, 2013).  They then share that the opposite is true within the social 
sector where there is a fear of failure and an unwillingness to even take small risks with new 
ventures.  “The social sector needs to embark on an era of experimentation and innovation if it is 
to identify better ways of addressing social issues” (Cohen & Sahlman, 2013).  The NFP CEO 
with a transformational leadership style and who has high risk-taking propensity would be more 
willing to push forward with disruptive change, despite the risk of failure, to push towards 
creation of entrepreneurial endeavors that will generate earned income and better support the 
mission of the NFP.   
Post Hoc Analysis on Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy 
 A post hoc analysis was conducted to examine the conceptual model presented in Chapter 
3 with the dependent variable of Social Enterprise Creation (SEC) being replaced with the 
dependent variable of Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy (SESE).  This was done as no 
psychometrically validated scale was found in the literature for social enterprise creation and 
SESE was the closest variable that was validated that could capture an NFP CEO’s ability to 




provided binary responses (e.g., yes or no).  In order to capture the process of social enterprise 
creation, much like that of the creation of an entrepreneurial venture, the SEC measures captured 
stages of creation, whereas SESE examined the efficacy, or the ability to create a social 
enterprise. 
 The results of the post hoc analysis reflect that the model performed better with SESE as 
the dependent variable.  All hypotheses were either fully or partially supported.  Specifically, H1-
H4 were fully supported; and H5 and H6 were both partially supported, similar to the original 
model.  The biggest difference between the two models arises in the mediation analysis.  Unlike 
the findings with Social Enterprise Creation as the dependent variable, when Social Enterprise 
Self-Efficacy was modeled, Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior did mediate the 
relationship between Transformational Leadership Style and Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy.  
This finding suggests that an NFP CEO’s Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy is facilitated by their 
Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior. 
 As Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy is an assessment of the respondent’s belief in their 
own abilities to successfully create a social enterprise, high entrepreneurial self-efficacy would 
reflect that the NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style could effectively cope with 
challenges within the entrepreneurial process of creating a social enterprise.  When combined 
with an NFP CEO’s transformational leadership, the findings of the post hoc analysis suggest 
that this CEO would be most likely to bring innovation to the NFP and create endeavors that 
generate earned income (social enterprises). 
Managerial Implications 
This study provides value to NFP practitioners and it brings value to academia.  As 




transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and the relationship with entrepreneurial 
behavior and social enterprise creation.  This study adds to that limited research and opens the 
door to further research that could help NFPs continue their critical work in supporting 
communities in identifying earned income opportunities and implementing social enterprises, 
through the understanding that the NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style can be the 
driver to make that happen.   
The competition for philanthropic support continues to grow within the NFP field while 
the economy continues to struggle causing reduction in charitable support from Foundations, 
corporations and individuals.  NFPs have faced many unforeseen challenges and experienced 
resulting negative financial impact because of the COVID pandemic, natural disasters that have 
significantly increased in the US over the last few years (hurricanes in Southwest Louisiana, 
winter storms in Texas and tornadoes and flooding in other states setting records as to their 
intensity and damage).  NFPs are in need of finding new, recurring sources of revenue to support 
their operations.   
NFP practitioners can benefit in several ways.  First, NFP boards conducting CEO 
searches can seek candidates with transformational leadership styles, understanding that the 
findings of this research support the idea that candidates with a transformational leadership style 
are more likely to be entrepreneurial and innovative in identifying earned income opportunities.  
This may lead the NFP CEO to diversify the NFP revenues through social enterprises that can 
produce recurring, unrestricted support.  Second, individuals that desire to serve in a CEO 
position within an NFP can study the transformational leadership style and learn to lead using 
this style.  They could also use this as a leadership trait that is shared on their resumes, or as a 




revenue streams can promote education and workshops regarding transformational leadership 
style for not only the CEO, but to other executives within the company.  Many of these other 
executives will have career paths that will lead them to future CEO positions within an NFP.  
Finally, a higher level of risk-taking may increase the likelihood of the CEO moving an earned 
income idea from conception to implementation through a social enterprise.  Thus, it will be 
beneficial for search firms and recruiters to identify the traits identified in this research, as they 
help executives find top positions in both NFPs and for-profit companies.   
The findings from this analysis that indicate that the NFP CEO with a transformational 
leadership style, and with high risk-taking propensity, is more likely to create a social enterprise 
are significant.  Risk-taking propensity is often viewed as a negative trait of an NFP CEO and of 
executives within an NFP.  The NFP board may be risk-averse and discouraging to the NFP CEO 
in embarking on experimentation and innovation because of fear of failure.  The NFP CEO with 
a transformational leadership style, with high risk-taking propensity, appears to be more 
courageous and inspiring in obtaining the board’s support in moving an entrepreneurial idea into 
the creation of a social enterprise.  Risk-taking propensity when high, appears from this research, 
to increase the likelihood that the NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style will create 
social enterprises and will have high social enterprise self-efficacy.  Courage is needed for the 
NFP CEO to make entrepreneurial planning and innovative thinking a priority within the NFP, 
and to garner support from governing boards that many times “are reluctant to commit because 
they are either risk-averse or searching for a quick fix” (Boschee, 2006).  Much like 
transformational leadership, NFP CEOs can learn to become successful risk-takers and there are 
many leadership coaches and presenters that provide consultation and presentations around 




encourage and support some level of risk-taking as risks appear to be necessary for innovation 
and social enterprise creation. 
Together the findings of this research suggest it would be recommendable for NFPs to 
include transformational leadership style as a desirable trait when searching for CEO leadership, 
and in helping CEOs to be educated about transformational leadership to learn and lead in this 
leadership style.  Most NFP boards and funders desire to see sustainable operations which can be 
achieved through diversifying the funding/revenue base and establishing a line of earned income.  
The results of this study indicate that an NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style will 
be more entrepreneurial and will be more likely to be innovative and develop a social enterprise 
that can generate earned income, reducing the reliance on charitable and/or tax-based revenues. 
Theoretical Contributions 
The findings in this research extends the body of literature in an area that has produced 
very limited research, specifically NFP CEOs transformational leadership style and relationship 
to social enterprise creation.  Also, an appropriate scale to measure social enterprise creation was 
not found and measures were created to be able to analyze various steps within the creation of a 
social enterprise, ranging from no idea and no social enterprise at all, to a social enterprise 
created and in operation.  Academic institutions that offer NFP management certificates and/or 
NFP degrees can refer to this study and include education that promotes the transformational 
leadership style and its connection to entrepreneurship and the creation of social enterprises. 
The overall findings from this study contributes to the growing body of literature 
regarding transformational leadership style and its relationship to entrepreneurial behavior within 
NFPs.  NFPs that create a revenue stream from earned income appear to be better protected from 




Study Limitations  
 As with all research, there are limitations within this study.  As discussed in Chapter 4, 
the final analysis included only 127 respondents.   Although the 127 respondents represented 
NFPs of all sizes and different geographic areas across the United States, this was just above the 
minimum sample size of 125 in PLS-SEM analysis.  Had the original goal to have a minimum 
sample size of 250, the results would have had a higher degree of power.   
All constructs were measured using data provided by the NFP CEOs.  Thus, the 
relationships found could have been inflated by the sole source nature of the data.  Research on 
transformational leadership has suggested that common source bias is largely problematic when 
performance has been measured (Barling et al., 2002).  Others have argued that single source 
data should be compared with multisource data to address which source is more valid (Favero & 
Bullocks, 2015).  Nevertheless, the consequence of single source bias is inflated results and 
relationships among variables that are not empirically validated.  This limitation is addressed in 
future research.  To that end, the premise of the study was that the NFP CEO is the driver of 
social enterprise creation and this was the rationale for the decision to only include the NFP CEO 
as a survey respondent.  Because social enterprise creation was based on a series of tasks that are 
traditionally completed by the CEO and not staff members (see Appendix B for scale), a single 
source approach to data collection was employed.  If the success of the social enterprise was 
being measured, then it would be important to assess the success of the social enterprise through 
the staff, board members and other stakeholders of the NFP.  The sole source data could have 
had a biasing factor with respect to the main effects.  The results in this study found moderating 
effects, however, and sole source bias would not be expected to result in moderated 




The survey opportunity was provided to hundreds of NFP CEOs, both male and female.  
However, over two-thirds of the respondents were female (71%).  The majority of the 
respondents were the chief executive officers of NFPs in the social services/community services 
field, with annual operating budgets less than $5 million.  Since only small- and mid-sized NFPs 
(under $5 million) were represented, the sample was skewed.  If a higher number of large NFPs 
with budgets exceeding $5 million annually were represented, it could possibly reflect a higher 
level of entrepreneurial behavior, risk-taking propensity, and/or social enterprise creation of and 
by the NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style.  That is to say, that there might be 
fewer obstacles in driving an entrepreneurial idea to social enterprise creation (e.g., less financial 
restrictions, more employees to support the work, a higher impact governing board that does not 
get into management and allows the CEO to implement social enterprises).   
 Social enterprise and earned income are becoming better understood within the NFP 
arena, however, there appear to be many NFP CEOs who are unfamiliar with the terms.  
Although described within the survey that for purposes of this research, “a social enterprise is 
any entrepreneurial endeavor that generates earned income,” there may have been confusion and 
misunderstanding from some respondents as they answered the questions created to measure 
social enterprise creation.  There may have been less confusion with the social enterprise self-
efficacy scale, and that may be why the relationship between Attitude towards Entrepreneurial 
Behavior and Social Enterprise Self-Efficacy is significant in the post-hoc analysis but not in the 
analysis with Social Enterprise Creation as the dependent variable. 
Future Research  
Future area of study that could be beneficial is identified in several areas.  This research 




operation at the NFP where they are the CEO.  An interesting area to study would be examining 
the actual performance of a social enterprise created, in terms of net profits and other quantitative 
measures.  It would also be beneficial to examine within a longitudinal study to help determine if 
social enterprises truly have the impact of reducing traditional dependence on philanthropic and 
government funding, and if they generate recurring, sustainable revenues for the NFP. 
This study focused on the NFP CEO as the driver of social enterprise creation within the 
NFP organization.  Future research could measure entrepreneurial behavior and/or risk-taking 
propensity using data collected from board members or senior executives within the NFP and 
study the relationship between these other volunteer and executive leaders’ leadership style and 
social enterprise creation. 
 Another area of study could be around innovation within an NFP.  Extant studies, as 
discussed in chapter 2 (e.g., Bryant, 2005, p. 37; Schumpeter, 1934, 1943; Porter, 1985; Hitt & 
Ireland, 1985), in for profit entities examine innovation and promote how critical innovation is 
for the company to remain competitive in today’s fast-paced economy.  Innovation within the 
NFP organization appears to be just as critical, if not more so, to assure the NFP can continue to 
provide critical services and supports to the most vulnerable of our population in every 
community across the US.  Future research could include a measure of innovativeness that would 
mediate the relationship between transformational leadership style of the NFP CEO and social 
enterprise creation. 
 Finally, as mentioned in chapter 4, there appeared to be discontent from respondents with 
the risk-taking propensity (RTP) measures and many individuals who completed the survey were 
not included in analysis because they skipped many or all of the RTP questions.  This scale to 




Future studies could include measuring with an RTP scale that contains questions all within the 
business area. 
Conclusion 
 NFPs can be mission focused, have impact in their communities, and also generate a 
profit.  Lynch and Walls (2009) state that “On balance, mission versus margin is not an either-
or.”  They suggest that NFPs can do good and can “do well,” balancing impact and profit, 
through creation of social enterprises (Lynch & Walls, 2009).  The results of this study indicate 
that the NFP CEO with a transformational leadership style is most likely to be entrepreneurial 
and to provide the leadership and inspiration needed to create a social enterprise and help the 
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Appendix A:  Informed Consent Document 
 Your participation in the research conducted by Susan M. Buchholtz is truly appreciated.  
Susan is a doctoral student in the Executive Doctorate in Business Administration program at 
Crummer Graduate School of Business, Rollins College.  The purpose of this study is to examine 
if there is a relationship between transformational leadership style of a Not for Profit (NFP) 
Chief Executive Officer (CEO) and the creation of a social enterprise within the Not for Profit.  
This study will also examine the relationship between the transformational leadership style of the 
NFP CEO and risk-taking propensity, and to understand any influence of risk-taking propensity 
on the creation of a social enterprise. All respondents must be the chief executive officer of an 
NFP (or its parent organization) that is classified as a 501(c) corporation (under the Internal 
Revenue code for tax-exempt organizations).  
The results of this study may be helpful for NFP executives and board members that 
desire to diversify the NFP’s funding base and increase un-restricted earned income revenue 
through social enterprise activity.  The study results may be helpful in the recruitment and hiring 
of the NFP CEO by the board, or in providing training that would increase transformational 
leadership style traits if the correlation to social enterprise creation is reflected.  
 The survey questions are in sections that include seeking information about your 
background and about the NFP where you serve as the CEO, questions related to your leadership 
style and entrepreneurial behavior and questions about your risk-taking propensity.  The survey 
will take approximately 20 minutes to complete.  All responses will be kept confidential and will 
only be reported in an aggregate format.  All responses will be anonymized and none identified 




 Susan Buchholtz will personally donate two dollars ($2.00) for each useable completed 
survey to the Blue Ridge Institute (BRI) for scholarships for NFP CEOs to attend an annual 
institute for professional development.  BRI is a national organization that has been supporting, 
renewing and fostering NFP executive leadership since 1927!  You can learn more about BRI at 
blueridgeleaders.org. 
 If you have questions about this research, you may contact the researcher (Sue Buchholtz 
at sbuchholtz@rollins.edu) or Dissertation Chair, Dr. Tracy Kizer at (407) 646-2530.  If you 
have any questions concerning your rights as a research subject, you may contact the Rollins 
College Office Internal Review Board at (407) 646-2099 or jhouston@rollins.edu.  
 Thank you for taking the time to support this research in completing this survey. 
 By giving your consent below you are indicating that you are at least 18 years old, have 
read this consent form and agree to participate in this research study.  Please print a copy of this 
page for your records.   
0 I consent (1) 
0 I do not consent (2) 
Thank you so much for participating in this survey.  After all survey responses are gathered, an 
analysis will occur and a set of findings and discussions will be produced based on the data.  
These findings will be published through a doctoral dissertation.   If you would like a copy of the 





Appendix B:  Social Enterprise Creation Measures* 
Respondents asked to indicate their level of agreement with each of the following: 
1. I have an idea for a social enterprise. 
2. I have planned a new social enterprise. 
3. I have identified market opportunities for a new social enterprise. 
4. I have a business plan and have presented it to the board. 
5. I have discussed a social enterprise idea with key staff or formed an innovation or social 
enterprise team. 
6. I have created a social enterprise currently in operation that I am managing. 
7. I do not have a social enterprise at this NFP and no plans toward creating a social 











*These measures created by Sue Buchholtz for purposes of measuring social enterprise creation 





Appendix C: Social Enterprise Creation Self-Efficacy Scale (Cox et al., 2002)  
Regarding the creation of a social enterprise, how much confidence do you have in your ability 
to: 
1. Conceive a unique idea for a social enterprise within your NFP. 
2. Identify market opportunities for the new social enterprise. 
3. Plan the social enterprise. 
4. Write a formal business plan for the new social enterprise. 
5. Raise money to start the new social enterprise. 
6. Convince others to invest in your social enterprise. 
7. Convince a bank to lend your NFP money to start a social enterprise. 
8. Convince others to support and work in your NFP’s new social enterprise (staff members, 
volunteers) 
9. Manage a small social enterprise within your NFP. 





Appendix D:  Consent Form/License Mindgarden.com 
For use by Susan Buchholtz only. Received from Mind Garden, lnc. on November 16, 2020 
Permission for Susan Buchholtz to reproduce 1000 copies 
within three years of November 16, 2020 
 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire TM 
Instrument (Leader and Rater Form) 
and Scoring Guide 
(Form 5X-Short) 
 
by Bruce Avolio and Bernard Bass 




IMPORTANT NOTE TO LICENSEE 
If you have purchased a license to reproduce or administer a fixed number of copies of an 
existing Mind Garden instrument, manual, or workbook, you agree that it is your legal 
responsibility to compensate the copyright holder of this work -- via payment to Mind Garden - 
for reproduction or administration in any medium. Reproduction includes all forms of 
physical or electronic administration including online survey, handheld survey devices, 
etc. 
 
The copyright holder has agreed to grant a license to reproduce the specified number of 
copies of this document or instrument within one year from the date of purchase. 
 
You agree that you or a person in your organization will be assigned to track the 
number of reproductions or administrations and will be responsible for compensating 
Mind Garden for any reproductions or administrations in excess of the number 
purchased. 
 
This instrument is covered by U.S" and international copyright laws as well as various state and federal laws 
regarding data protection. Any use of this instrument, in whole or in part, ls subject to such laws and is express/y 
prohibited by the copyright holder. If you would like to request permission to use or reproduce the instrument, in 
whole or in part, contact Mind Garden, lnc. 
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Appendix E:  Risk-Taking Propensity DOSPERT Scale (Weber, Blais, & Betz, 2002: Blais & 
Weber, 2006) 
For each of the following statements, please indicate the likelihood that you would engage in the 
described activity or behavior if you were to find yourself in that situation.  
1.  Admitting that your tastes are different from those of a friend.   
2.  Going camping in the wilderness.  
3.  Betting a day’s income at the horse races.  
4.  Investing 10% of your annual income in a moderate growth mutual fund.  
5.  Drinking heavily at a social function.  
6.  Taking some questionable deductions on your income tax return.  
7.  Disagreeing with an authority figure on a major issue.  
8.  Betting a day’s income at a high-stake poker game. 
9.  Having an affair with a married man/woman.  
10.  Passing off somebody else’s work as your own.  
11.  Going down a ski run that is beyond your ability.  
12.  Investing 5% of your annual income in a very speculative stock.  
13.  Going whitewater rafting at high water in the spring. 
14.  Betting a day’s income on the outcome of a sporting event. 
15.  Engaging in unprotected sex.  
16.  Revealing a friend’s secret to someone else.  
17.  Driving a car without wearing a seat belt.   
18.  Investing 10% of your annual income in a new business venture. 




20.  Riding a motorcycle without a helmet.  
21.  Choosing a career that you truly enjoy over a more prestigious one.  
22.  Speaking your mind about an unpopular issue in a meeting at work.  
23.  Sunbathing without sunscreen.  
24.  Bungee jumping off a tall bridge.  
25.  Piloting a small plane.  
26.  Walking home alone at night in an unsafe area of town.  
27.  Moving to a city far away from your extended family.  
28.  Starting a new career in your mid-thirties.  
29.  Leaving your young children alone at home while running an errand.  





Appendix F:  Attitude towards Entrepreneurial Behavior Scale (Linan & Chen, 2009) 
In this section, we seek to learn more about your attitude towards entrepreneurial behavior. 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: 
1.  Starting a new initiative that would generate earned income within my NFP would 
involve facing the challenges. 
2. Creating a social enterprise within my NFP would involve creating jobs for others. 
3. Creating a social enterprise within my NFP would involve being creative and innovative. 
4. Starting a new social enterprise within my NFP would involve having a high income. 
5. Starting a new social enterprise within my NFP would involve taking calculated risks. 
6. Starting a new social enterprise within my NFP would involve being my own boss. 
This next section asks questions about the desirability of specific factors in your life.  Please 
indicate your level of agreement with the following as to how desirable these items are to you 
generally in your life: 
7. Facing the challenges is desirable in my life. 
8. Creating jobs for others is desirable in my life. 
9. Being creative and innovative is desirable in my life. 
10. Having a high income is desirable in my life. 
11. Taking calculated risks is desirable in my life. 
12. Being my own boss is desirable in my life. 
 
